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WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1997 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Gilman, Cox, Horn, Mica, 
Davis of Virginia, McIntosh, Shadegg, Sununu, Pappas, Barr, Lan- 
tos, Barrett, Norton, Cummings, Kucinich, Turner and Allen. 

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; Richard Bennett, chief 
counsel; Barbara Comstock, senior investigative counsel; Judith 
McCoy, chief clerk; Teresa Austin, assistant clerk/calendar clerk; 
William Moschella, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Will 
Dwyer, director of communications; Ashley Williams, deputy direc- 
tor of communications; Dudley Hodgson, chief investigator; Dave 
Bossie, oversight coordinator; Robert Rohrbaugh, James C. Wilson, 
Uttam Dhillon, and Tim Griffin, senior investigative counsels; 
Charli Coon, Kristi Remington, Bill Hanka, and Jennifer Safavian, 
investigative counsels; Phil Larsen, investigative consultant; Jim 
Schumann, Jason Foster, and Miki White, investigators; Robin 
Butler, office manager; Carolyn Pritts, David Jones, and John 
Mastranadi, investigative staff assistants; Phil Barnett, minority 
chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief investigative counsel; 
A^ieszka Fryszman, Andrew McLaughlin, Michael Raphael, and 
Michael Yang, minority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief 
clerk; Becky Claster and Andrew Su, minority staff assistants; and 
Sheridan Pauker, minority research assistant. 

Mr. Burton. The committee will resume its deliberations. 

Good morning, Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. (Jood morning. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barrett has a preliminary question. We’ll grant 
him a brief moment. 

Mr. Barrett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to be^n, yesterday in our hearing we had 
a motion to send some depositions over to the Justice Department. 
I support that. At the time we had the vote, the issue really was 
whether there was going to be disclosure of all depositions, which 
is, of course, something we support at this time. 

( 1 ) 
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But when I looked at the motion, that is something that I do sup- 
port. I think that in order to move the investigation forward, those 
depositions should be going to the Justice Department. So I just 
wanted to meike that statement for the record. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s statement will be included in the 
record. 

Mr. Shadegg. Mr. Chairman, point of personal privilege. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his point. 

Mr. Shadegg. Yesterday I made reference to the press con- 
ference which Vice President Gore held on Monday, March 3, 1997. 
I did not ask unanimous consent to have it inserted into the record. 
I’d like to do that at this time. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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U.S. Newswire 
Copyright 1997 

Monday, March 3, 1997 

Transcript of White House Briefing by Vice President Gore (1 of 2) 

WASHINGTON, March 3 /U.S. Newswire/ — Following is a transcript 
of a press briefing by Vice President Gore (1 of 2): 

The Briefing Room 

5:14 P.M. EST 

VICE PRESIDENT GORE: Good afternoon. Thank you all for coming. 
Mike was out here a little bit earlier and I noticed you had a number 
of questions for him about my role in the campaign, so I thought it 
would be a good idea for me to come down and answer your questions. 

I want to make a short opening statement, and then I'll be happy to 
take your questions. 

First of all, I want to spell out the facts of my role in the 
campaign. First of all, to state the obvious, I was a candidate for 
reelection in the campaign. I worked very hard for the reelection 
of President Clinton and myself. I'm very proud that I was able to 
be effective in helping to reelect President Clinton, and 1 was very 
proud that I was able to also, as part of that effort, to help raise 
campaign funds. 

Everything that I did I understood to be lawfiil. I attended 
campaign — traditional campaign fundraising events as a principal 
speaker in many locations all around the country. The vast majority 
of the campaign funds that I've been given credit for raising came in 
that forum. I also made telephone calls to ask people to host 
events and to ask people to make lawful contributions to the 
campaign. 

On a few occasions I made some telephone calls from my office in 
the White House, using a DNC credit card. I was advised there was 

nothing wrong with that practice. The Hatch Act has a specific 
provision saying that while federal employees are prohibited from 
requesting campaign contributions, the President and the Vice 
President are not covered by that act, because, obviously, we are 
candidates. 
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The separate question of whether or not campaign contributions 
can be asked for from somebody who is in a federal office or in a 
room that is used for official business is part of a law that was 
intended to prohibit putting pressure on federal employees and 
soliciting from federal employees. I never solicited a contribution 
from any federal employee, nor would I. Nor did I ever ask for a 
campaign contribution from anyone who was in a government office or 
on federal property. 

Now, all of the charges related to telephone calls were made to 
the Democratic National Committee. There were a few occasions when 
I made such calls; the first was in December of 1995. As we 
continue our review of this we have found the first session in 
December of 1995. There were a few other sessions during which I 
made telephone calls in the spring of 1996. 


My counsel — Charles Burson is my counsel here — my counsel 
advises me that there is no controlling legal authority or case that 
says that there was any violation of law whatsoever in the maimer in 
which I asked people to contribute to our reelection campaign. I 
have decided to adopt a policy of not making any such calls 
ever again, notwithstanding the fact that they are charged to 
the Democratic National Committee as a matter of policy. 

We're continuing our review of this matter, and I think the 
entire episode constitutes further reasons why there should be 
campaign finance reform. The President and I strongly support 
campaign finance reform and we hope it is adopted. 

Q Mr. Vice President, are you saying that you never did any 
fundraising from a government office or building or — 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I never asked for a campaign contribution 
from anyone who was in a government office. I never did anything 
that I thought was wrong. If there had been a shred of doubt in my 
mind that anything I did was a violation of law, I assure you I would 

not have done that. And my counsel advises me - let me repeat — 
that there is no controlling legal authority that says that any of 
.these activities violated any law. 

Q But there's a memo — 


Q Mr. Vice President, but given the fact that you've now changed 
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your policy, I'm sure you could understand the appearance, whether or 
not it was technically legal -- the appearance wasn't very good, and 
that one of these people you apparently solicited told Bob Woodward 
and The Washington Post that it amounted to, in his opinion, at 
least, a shakedown, that when you were soliciting funds from him, 
given his nature of his business, you were shaking him down. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, I cannot explain to you what some 
anonymous source wants to say. I can tell you this, that I never, 
ever said or did anything that would have given rise to a feeling 
like that on the part of someone who was asked to support our, 
campaign. I never did that and I never would do that. 

Q There's a memo from the White House Counsel written in 1995 

that very simply says no solicitation can be made from the White 
House — no phone calls, no mail. How can you say that that was 
okay for you to do? 

VICE PRESIDENT GORE; That memo, authored by former White House 
Counsel Ab Mikva , was addressed to White House employees other than 
the President and Vice President. All White House employees, just 
like all other federal employees, are prohibited from asking for 
campaign contributions. There is an exemption for the President and 
Vice President. But that particular memo was not designed to 
address either the President or the Vice President because there is a 
different section of law that applies to the President and Vice 
President as candidates, as opposed to the White House staff. 

Q So you're saying that you were exempt from any proscription 
from raising money right here in the White House, that that okay for 
you to do? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT ; No, no. No, no. I've never asked anyone in 
the White House for a campaign contribution. 


Q You sat in the White House, you called people and asked them 
for campaign contributions? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT : I stated the fact situation earlier and I 
described it in some detail. I never have asked a federal employee 
for a contribution -- never would, never will. I have never asked 
anyone in the White House or on federal property for a campaign 
contribution. And all calls that I made were charged to the 
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Democratic National Committee. I was advised there was nothing 
wrong with that. My counsel tells me there is no controlling legal 
authority that says there was any violation of any law. 

Q Mr. Vice President, excuse me — there's a lot of discrepancy 
on the Buddhist temple. Can you clear that up? I mean, because 
certain statements were made, denied and then actually accepted. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, that's a separate matter and I've 
dealt with it and I don't really want to go back into that now. We 
can come back to it at the end of this, if you want to. 

Q You said that there were only a few instances where you did — 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Correct. 

Q — ask people for money. Could you say why in those 
instances you did? Were you told that you would make the 
difference, or was it for a particular sum? Did someone in the 
campaign say we need you to close this? Can you explain the 
circumstances under which you would do this? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I participated in meetings of our top 
campaign advisors where it became clear that in order to achieve the 
President's goals of getting a balanced budget, passing these 
measures to protect Medicare and Medicaid and education and the 
environment and so forth, that the DNC needed a larger budget to put 
advertisements on television. And I volunteered to raise — to help 
in the effort to raise money for the Democratic National Committee. 

Q Mr. Vice President, I'm confused on one point. I've heard 
what you've said, and as picayune as it may seem, there seems to be 
conflict over whether or not you're saying the law allows you as Vice 
President to sit in your office and to use a federal phone, credit 

card or not, to make a call to someone outside. You're saying that 
the law does allow you to be in basically federal property and use 
federal property, although it's being reimbursed to some degree. 

But that is okay? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: As a matter of policy, I've decided that I'm 
not going to do that. As a matter of law, there is no -- according 
to my coimsel — there is no controlling legal authority, no case 
ever decided that says that is a violation of law. 
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The intent of the statute -- let me repeat — was to prevent a 
supervisor from talking to a federal employee and saying we want you 
to contribute money. I've never done that. Secondly, I have never 
asked anyone who was on federal property or in the White House for a 
campaign contribution. 

Q If you're clear on it, then why shift policy, if you're in the 
clear on that? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, because it's aroused a great deal of 
concern and comment and it's not something that I want to continue if 

it's going to raise this kind of concern. 

Q Just to follow up on that, are you basically, then, admitting 
that you made a mistake, or made mistakes? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: No, but I am saying — I mean, implicit in 
the decision to change the policy and say I'm not going to make such 
calls again is an acknowledgement that if I had realized in advance 
that this would cause such concern, then I wouldn't have done it in 
the first place. 

But let me repeat: I understood what I did to be legal and 
appropriate. I felt like I was doing the right thing. I am proud 
that I was able to do a lot of effective work to help reelect Bill 
Clinton and keep this country moving in the right direction. I'll 
spare you the rhetoric about the results of what we have been able to 
do, but I want you to know that I'm very proud to be a part of that 
effort. 

Q What's your position on the elimination of soft money from -- 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Oh, I favor the so-called McCain-Feingold 
bill which would do that. The President and I strongly favor 
campaign finance reform legislation that would accomplish that 
objective and we hope that it will pass. 

Q There's been a lot written about your impregnable reputation 
for being above the fray and for being ethically someone who really 
hasn't been questioned on these issues. Does that shatter that and 
does it hurt you for the year 2000? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, on the second part of it. I've told 
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you before that I'm not focused on a political campaign in the 
future. I'm focused on doing everything I can to help this President 
be the best President he's capable of being and to move this country 
in the right direction. And he's doing a terrific job. I'm very 
proud to be a part of his team. 

On the first part of the question Fll say again, I never did 
anything that I felt was wrong, much less illegal. And, again. I'm 
advised that there is no controlling legal authority that says this 
was any violation of law. 


Q Did you feel any discomfort at all as you called these 
individuals and asked them for donations, and did you ask for 
specific amounts of money when you spoke with them? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Yes, I did. On the first part of your 
question, you know, I served eight years in the House and eight years 
in the Senate, and I was used to calling people to ask them to help 
with the campaign. I introduced legislation some years ago to call 
for complete public financing of campaigns and to prevent the 
contributions that are now legal over and above the public financing 
of presidential campaigns. The legislation that I sponsored and 
supported did not have enough support to pass. 

I still favor that legislation, but it didn't pass. There's 
probably even less support for it now. So we have a system of 
campaign finance here in the United States that says candidates who 
are running for office ought to go out and ask people to contribute 
to their campaigns and to have fundraisers. And so, I was used to 
doing that as a candidate for the House, as a candidate for the 
Senate. 


I would be surprised if all 100 members of the United States 
Senate and all 435 -- well, there are probably some House members who 
don't because they have safe seats and don't raise any money - but I 
would be surprised if all senators and most all House members did not 
as a matter of routine ask — call people up and ask them to hold 
fundraisers and ask them to help raise money. That is the standard 
way that we finance campaigns. 

So I was used to that. Does it make one uncomfortable to do 
that? Why, sure. But if you believe in what you're doing — in 
balancing the budget, in moving this country forward — and you know 
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that the only way you can be successful in achieving the agenda you 
believe is right for the country is to play by the rules as they 
exist, and raise campaign funds, then you do that. 

And typically what happens to members of the House and Senate is 
they'll put it off and put it off until the election year comes, and 
then the people helping them will say, you’ve got to devote time to 
raise money. And they say, oh, I hate this, I don't want to do it. 

And then they get into it and they start making the calls and they 

raise the money. I'm exactly the same way. 

Q There's nothing coy about the year 2000. Anyone who expects 
to run for President in 2000 has to start very early thinking about 
money. Predecessors of yours have started PACs, political action 
committees, or fundraising arms. What are you going to do between 
now and — 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I've made no decision about that whatsoever. 
And I really am focused on my work as Vice President and doing 
everything I can to help this President. If the time comes when 1 
become a candidate. I'll be glad to answer such questions and talk 
about such matters at that time. But we're not there yet. 

Q So you will raise no money at all for a political action 
committee or anything else — 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: I have not set up a political action 
committee and I've made no decision to do so. Whether I will in the 
future or not I really haven't decided. 


Q Something that I'm just a little confused about —you said 
there's only just a handful of incidences when you used a White House 
phone. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Right. 

Q So we can assume the preponderance of calls were made from the 
DNC or your residence? Is that — 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: No, no. There were a handful of incidents, 
period. 

Q Oh, these are the only incidences that you raised money. 
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period. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: That’s correct. I went to the DNC on one 
occasion in I believe October of 1994 to help raise money for the 
party. You know, the impression was created that I went out and 
raised all this money and then they talked about me calling people on 
the telephone, and the two things were put together to give the 
impression that I raised all this money by calling people on the 

telephone. That is not an accurate impression. Most all of the 
money for the campaign that I'm given credit for raising came in the 
form of traditional events where I was the main speaker at 
fundraising events. 

There were a few occasions, as I said at the very outset, where 
I did make telephone calls, and I have described those. But that 
was the minor part of what I did in raising funds. 

Q Do you have an enemy calling you a solicitor in chief? Is 
there some sort of opposition — 

THE VICE PRESIDENT; I never heard such a phrase. I never heard 
such a phrase until I read it in the paper. 

Q Mr, Vice President, you said that the President and the Vice 
President weren't covered under the Hatch Act, and that in that way, 
you two were different. But the other part of the statute seems to 
set up federal buildings as a sanctuary from fundraising. Were you 
unaware of that part of the statute? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: No, I was not. And let me repeat; I never 
asked for a contribution from anyone who was in a federal building. 
And all of the calls that I made were charged to the DNC. I was 
advised that was proper. In reviewing the matter, my counsel 
advise 

me there's no case, there's no controlling legal authority that says 
that violates the law. 

Q Is it possible that the absence of case law on this means that 
reasonable people could differ about what parts of the statute mean 
applied to different activities in which you may have taken part at 
different times? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, that's not a question for me to 
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determine. I'm advised that there is no case or no controlling 
legal authority that says it is a violation of the law. And I never 
did anything that I felt was wrong, much less a violation of the law. 

Q Sir, does the President know about any of these calls you 
made? Did you discuss it? Did he ever ask you to make any calls? 
Was he aware of your — 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: No, he never asked me to make calls. I'm 
sure that he was aware that I was helping to raise funds for the 
campaign. It's — well, I won't comment on what other Vice 
Presidents have or have not done. But I don't think it is 
surprising to people that when a President and Vice President are 
running for reelection that the Vice President helps to raise funds 
for the campaign. And anybody who wants to create the impression 
that that is something brand new in American politics I would invite 
to take another look at that question. 

Q Mr. Vice President, when the Clinton-Gore election agreed to 
take public funds, it also agreed to spending caps. And, yet, 
you're referring to the DNC soft money operation as "our campaign." 
Doesn't this operation show that as a practical matter there was no 
distinction between the Clinton-Gore campaign and the DNC's soft 
money operation? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: No, there was a clear distinction. There 
was a separate message, there were separate legal requirements; it 
was separate in most all respects. Now, the fact that the agenda 

supported by the Democratic National Committee's advertisements was 
similar to and overlapping with the agenda that was being pressed by 
the incumbent Democratic President should not be surprising. And 
again, it's hardly unique in American political history for an 
incumbent President to be supported by the political party of which 
he is the titular head. That is commonplace. 

Now, I'm only going to be able — right here, I promised here. 

Q Mr. Vice President, was there any particular urgency to the 
calls — the few occasions that you did make calls in the White House 
where they could not have waited until you were in a setting away 
from your office or the White House? 


THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, as I said before, I was 
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advised there was nothing wrong with it, so the question did not 
occur in that form. So there was not a sense of urgency in that 
sense. We felt, as we were preparing for our campaign, a general 
sense that we wanted to make sure that we had the ability to compete. 
Let me remind you that our opponents raised overall, I believe, what, 
40 percent more than we did, and so we knew that they had a big head 

start and that they had a huge collection of resources, so we felt 
the need to move on with it. 

Q To follow up on that, you also could have made these very same 
calls from somewhere else? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT; Yes. 

One more, and then I'm going to have to go. 

Q You had said that this was not unique in American politics, 
but judging from the comments of your predecessors it would appear 
that direct solicitation by the Vice President had not been done in 
the past. Were you aware of that? And also, the fact that the 
President himself refused to make these phone calls, were you aware 
of that, and why did you think perhaps a different sort of 
standard — 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: No, 1 was not aware of the latter. On the 
first part of your question, what I said was not unique was the 
practice of incumbent Vice Presidents running for reelection going 

out to help raise money for the campaign and for the political party 
of which they were a part. And I will leave it to you all to 
determine whether or not that's totally unique or not. I don't want 
to get into what any other Vice President has done. 

I'm proud of what I did. I do not feel like I did anything 
wrong, much less illegal. I am proud to have done everything I 
possibly could to help support the reelection of this President and 
to help move his agenda forward. It is helping this county. Our 
economy is roaring, inflation is low, crime is down, investments in 
education and protecting the environment are going up, social trends 
are favorable, economic trends are favorable. We are moving in the 
right direction. 

Let me tell you, one of the principal reasons we are is that we 
have a President and a group of people who are proud to support his 
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efforts, who are willing to go out there every day and fight hard, 
sometimes against powerful odds, to make sure that we pass this 
agenda and move forward. And I am very proud to continue to play a 
role in that. 


Thank you very much. 

Q Did you ever sleep in the Lincoln Bedroom? 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: No. Have you, Helen? (Laughter.) 
END 5:38 P.M. EST 
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Mr. Burton. The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from New 
York, Mr. Gilman, chairman of the International Relations Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Gilman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

We welcome Director Louis Freeh back again with us, and we 
thank you for your patience and lengthy time we have imposed on 
you yesterday. 

Director Freeh, the Attorney General testified yesterday that 
there must be sufficient credible evidence on a covered person 
which would have triggered the implementation of the Independent 
Counsel Act before the FBI could investigate such an individual. 

Can you tell us, have there been any incidents that you are 
aware of that FBI agents wanted to interview someone, requesting 
documents or following leads on covered persons, as defined in the 
independent counsel statute or any other act or any others, and 
that they were thwarted by officials of the Department of Justice 
because of that condition that I just recited? 

Mr. Freeh. There have been instances, Mr. Gilman, where the 
timing of certain interviews, particularly with respect to covered 
persons, were the subjects of discussion and sometimes even dis- 
agreement in terms of the timing as to whether those interviews 
should be conducted. For instance, there were discussions about 
whether people should be interviewed early in the inquiry or at a 
point where more information and evidence has been developed. 

But the ultimate result, in answer to your question, is that I 
don’t believe the agents who were conducting the inquiry were 
thwarted from interviewing any covered person because of the de- 
termination that the statute had to be triggered before they were 
allowed to be spoken to. But there were disagreements about the 
timing, and that’s something that, you know, we’ve discussed and 
have discussed on an ongoing basis. 

Mr. Gilman. I just wanted to be clear with regard to our commit- 
tee, since the Attorney General said she had to make a decision, 
if you were investigating a covered person, that there had been suf- 
ficient credible evidence to initiate the trigger mechanism for the 
Independent Counsel Act. 

Are you clear now of what I’m requesting? Did that necessitate 
a delay by your agency in making an investigation? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, in the sense that the covered person may have 
been interviewed, and perhaps there was a desire on behalf of the 
investigators to do an interview earlier than the legal designation 
which I just articulated. 

But, at the end of the day, the persons in question were inter- 
viewed. 

Mr. Burton. Would the gentleman yield on that? 

Mr. Gilman. I’ll be pleased to yield. 

Mr. Burton. Did that create a sense of frustration amongst some 
of your agents? I mean, we have read in a number of publications 
that there really was a sense of frustration on the part of some 
agents who were being obstructed from talking to some of these 
people. 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. I think I alluded to yesterday, there were times 
when the investigators felt that interviews and the focus of inter- 
views should move quicker than the attorneys who were managing 
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the inquiry or the grand jury otherwise decided, and that was a 
source of some frustration at different points. 

But, as I mentioned, no one was not interviewed, and nobody was 
insulated from being interviewed because of those disagreements. 
The disagreement was really the timing of the interview and what 
the over^l focus was. 

Mr. Burton. If the gentleman would 5deld further. One of the 
things that I’ve noted in a number of investigations is that the tim- 
ing of the interview by an agent is important. And if somebody at 
Justice postponed the interview for some time, which would allow 
the person to be interviewed to be more fully prepared, or to be 
able to cover their derriere might be considered impeding the proc- 
ess of justice. 

Was that ever a complaint? 

Mr. Freeh. Not that justice was being impeded. There are dif- 
ferent theories to conducting investigations. One theory is you go 
out and speak to everybody immediately because you lock people 
into statements as well as facts. Another theory is you wait until 
you have sufficient evidence to conduct a more informative inter- 
view, more confrontational interview, and put the person in the po- 
sition where they have to tell you facts you can corroborate or not 
accurately answer those questions. 

Depending on the investigation, one theory may be a stronger 
suit than the other. So I don’t think there is any right or wrong 
way of doing it, depending on the case. What is important is that 
the ultimate objectives were accomplished, and nobody was made 
invulnerable or insulated from interviews. ' 

Mr. Burton. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Gilman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Director Freeh, when you took on the responsibility itself as Di- 
rector of the FBI it was against the backdrop of a White House offi- 
cial calling directly to the FBI with instructions to go investigate 
alleged wrongdoing by long-standing nonpolitical career-tyi)e em- 
ployees in the White House Travel Office. 

I understand that you informed the President that for you to 
take on the responsibilities as Director of the FBI, you insisted that 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation must maintain its independ- 
ence and have no role in politics. 

Is that why you said no to the call for information on the Bu- 
reau’s Chinese money connection inquiry and a push for the ap- 
pointment of an independent counsel? 

Mr. Freeh. With respect to the first part of your question, yes, 
that was the condition under which I took this job. I told the Presi- 
dent when he asked me what were the conditions under which I 
would accept the job, and I certainly made it clear, and he agreed 
that I would be politically independent, appropriately so, as the Di- 
rector. 

With respect to decisions which you cite, again, I made those de- 
cisions with the intent of not only preserving the political inde- 
pendence of the FBI, but the integrity of the investigation. It is bad 
practice, in my view, to do anything which potentially alerts pro- 
spective subjects as to the course of the investigation or evidence. 
I think it is bad practice and should not be done. 
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Mr. Gilman. And we want to commend you for maintaining the 
independence of the FBI. 

One last question, Mr. Chairman, with your permission since my 
time was utilized by the exchemge. 

How many FBI agents are now working on this matter, illegal 
foreign campaign contributions, and other illegal activity involving 
the DNC during the last Presidential election? What portion of 
your budget is being allocated to that? 

Mr. Freeh. There are 54 special agents assigned on a full-time 
basis to the overall investigation. There is 39 professional support, 
which include paralegals as well as investigative analysts. I can get 
some budgetary figures for you. 

Mr. Gilman. Just roughly what percentage? 

Mr. Freeh. There’s several millions of dollars, of course, invested 
here. We have an overall budget of about $3 billion. I would be just 
guessing at that right now. But it is a major investigation. I mean, 
if you compared it with an 3 rthing else we’ve done historically, it is 
a major investigation. 

Mr. Gilman. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to ask the Director to submit that at a later date. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

The FBI does not routinely account for its expenses at the investigative case level; 
therefore, the actual coat to date of the CAMPCON investigation is not available. 
However, those costs readily identifiable to the CAMPCON investigation have been 
compiled and total $3,910,311. 

Mr. Gilman. Thank you. And thank you. Director Freeh. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you very much, Mr. Chadrman. 

I want to followup on the questioning of my good friend from 
New York. He raised the issue of the political independence of the 
FBI, which I would consider critical. 

Has there been at any time any attempt on the part of the White 
House to interfere with the independence of your agency. Director 
Freeh? 

Mr. Freeh. As far as my tenure as Director, no, I would say 
there has been no attempt that I would recognize as such to inter- 
fere with what I think is, appropriately so, the political independ- 
ence of the FBI. 

Mr. Lantos. Since we all feel passionately that the political inde- 
pendence of the FBI must be preserved at all costs, let me pursue 
it with respect to the Vice President’s Office. Has there been any 
attempt at the present time to interfere with the politicEd inde- 
pendence of your agency by the Vice President’s Office? 

Mr. Freeh. No, sir. 

Mr. Lantos. Has there been any attempt by any other agency of 
Government to interfere with your independence? 

Mr. Freeh. No, I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Lantos. So, basically, your answer to Mr. Gilman’s probing 
is that we are dealing with a nonissue, that political interference 
with the independence of the FBI has not been part of your experi- 
ence as Director of the FBI? 
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Mr. Freeh. Well, it’s not been part of my experience. As you 
know, of course. Independent Counsel Ken Starr is looking at the 
issue of the FBI files, which, of course, has been the subject of 
great interest and inquiry by this committee. I don’t know the re- 
sults of those investigations, but from my point of view and where 
I sit, I have not seen what I would call an attempt, as far as I can 
prove it, of political interference. 

Mr. Lantos. Let me raise an issue concerning the Chinese in- 
volvement in our 1996 elections. I realize that you are under con- 
straints in terms of the extent to which you can deal with that, but 
as one who has studied the macro figures of the 1996 elections, as 
I’m sure you have as well, what is the quantitative importance of 
alleged Chinese political interference with the 1996 elections in 
terms of the totality of spending during the course of that election? 

Mr. Freeh. Mr. Lantos, it wovild be very difficult for me to — first 
of all, to approximate that. But even to address it, as you know, 
it has been the subject of classified briefings to this committee and 
others, and I would be respectfully reluctant to get into that. And 
it would also be difficult to approximate an answer to your ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Lantos. You agree with me that of all the items that we 
have been exploring, this clearly is potentially the most serious 
one? 

Mr. Freeh. I think all of the items that we’re exploring are seri- 
ous. As to which one ultimately proves by fact to be the most seri- 
ous, it is hard to estimate at this point. 

Any time a law enforcement agency is investigating the commis- 
sion of a crime, or the potential commission of a crime, it is very 
serious. And the extern^ matters which you refer to are of critic^ 
seriousness to the national security as well as the criminal laws. 
But how they all prove out to be based on what we know now is 
difficult to predict. 

Mr. Lantos. Is there any area you would like to just give us your 
views beyond the questions that you have been asked by members 
of this committee? I want to give you an opportunity to express any 
other thoughts that you may have. 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. No, I appreciate that very much. As I said be- 
fore, I will continue to do my very best to ensure the independence 
of the FBI, and I think that’s critical for the country. It is critical, 
for everybody’s rights are potentially affected by an agency with 
such awesome powers. And I pledge to continue to do that. And if 
at any time we make a misstep or a misjudgment, and we create 
the perception that it is otherwise, that’s as bad as the reality of 
it being otherwise. 

But you have in the FBI, I think, a crown jewel in the United 
States. You have men and women who — and I see them every day 
on a daily basis — do great good for the country, and despite a cou- 
ple of missteps here and there, there’s nobody in the FBI with a 
political agenda. We have a job to do, and we want to do it cor- 
rectly and fairly. 

Mr. Lantos. I think my colleagues share my view that we have 
the highest regard for your agency and for your leadership of that 
agency. 
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Final question relates to your relationship in the future to the 
Attorney General in view of this unfortunate attempt to try to 
drive a wedge between the Attorney General and yourself. 

Yesterday both of you were extremely complimentary of each oth- 
er’s performance and of each other as individuals. Is it unrealistic 
on our part to hope that this minor blip will fade into the back- 
ground and your working relationship with the Attorney General 
will continue to be cordial, cooperative, exemplary and pleasant? 

Mr. Freeh. I have every confidence it will remain a very strong 
relationship. But as I alluded to yesterday, and again, I’m not 
speaking so much for myself as perhaps maybe for a future FBI Di- 
rector, I have to tell you that the next time I sit down and write 
a memo to the Attorney General on a matter of this importance 
and substance. I’m going to have in the back of my mind a thought 
that it was not as strong as it was when I wrote this memo, which 
is that even though what I put in there is frank and honest and 
very sensitive, I think it creates the awareness that it is an issue 
that is potentially something I have to consider. 

I think that’s a bad thing for people in my position and in future 
Directors, which is why I’m hopeful, Mr. Chairman, as I spoke to 
you yesterday, that Mr. Bennett and lawyers for the Justice De- 
partment can discuss this issue. I spoke to the Attorney General 
this morning, and she told me to relay to you that her lawyers 
would be pleased to engage with Mr. Bennett. 

And I think for the good of the process and because I wrote the 
memo and I know what’s in there, it is a much more preferable 
course to see if we can work that out and avoid what is really not 
only a constitutional issue, but an issue that will impact adversely 
on what you expect to get from us, which we want to give you in 
many cases, and what we have to protect in some critical parts of 
an ongoing case. 

Mr. Lantos. If I may just followup on this thought. Your answer 
to this question underscores the validity of the Attorney General’s 
statement yesterday that attempts by congressional committees to 
obtain confidential memoranda written by the FBI Director to the 
Attorney General chill the atmosphere and discourage the degree 
of candor that the Attorney General ought to be able to expect of 
you. I fully agree with your statement, and I hope there will not 
be future attempts to obtain such memoranda. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shadegg. 

Mr. Shadegg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Just to followup on the points that my colleague Mr. Lantos 
made. He questioned you about political independence and about 
this issue of a wedge. I want to begin by saying. No. 1, as a former 
law enforcement official and assistant attorney general in Arizona, 
I respect what you’re doing, I encourage you to be an independent 
voice, I admire your record, and I would encourage you to hang in 
there notwithstanding what I consider to be some improper iiSlu- 
ences. 

Mr. Lantos referred to there being no attempt to interfere with 
you in a political sense. I won’t ask you to comment on it. But, 
quite frankly, I think the remarks last week by the White House, 
which were guEirded, and which Mr. McCurry advised the press to 
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read as they would, besmirched your record, came at a point in 
time right after you had exercised your independence, which I 
think the Nation should want you to do. And if that wasn’t an at- 
tempt to interfere with your political independence, I don’t know 
what was. 

And if there is a problem here, I see a problem in terms of a 
wedge not driven between you emd the Attorney General. She ap- 
parently respects your independence. I see a wedge trying to be 
driven between you and the public based on the fact that you had 
the courage to speak your mind and to give her the right kind of 
advice. 

So I applaud that conduct, and I quite frankly think the Presi- 
dent was grossly improper in following your — nobody likes the leak 
of that memo, but once it came out, the President says, well, he has 
something critical to say about me or something I don’t like, so I’m 
going to be critical about him. 

Quite frankly, I think it was petty and inappropriate and it was, 
in fact, at least a veiled attempt to interfere with your independ- 
ence, and I resent it, and I think a lot of people in America resent 
it. 

Having said that, I want to turn to an issue I discussed yester- 
day. In the 29-page report released by the Attorney General in her 
decision not to continue with the investigation, she says point 
blank, I have determined that there are no reasonable grounds to 
believe that further investigation is warranted into the allegations 
that the Vice President broke the law and illegally raised the cam- 
paign funds. 

I was very encouraged that, in response to Mr. Cox’s questions 
yesterday, you indicated that even that topic, the topic of the ille- 
gality of phone calls by the Vice President, remained open. Did I 
hear you correctly on that point? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir, it is fully open. 

Mr. Shadegg. I was also stunned yesterday to review this entire 
document and to find that — ^well, let me ask you. Have you read 
it? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shadegg. She devotes almost a third of this document to 
making the case that the President did not know that some of 
these &nds would be used as campaign money; that is, hard money 
which could not legally be raised from a Government office. 

Mr. Freeh. Do you mean the President or Vice President? 

Mr. Shadegg. Vice President. There was a whole section of this, 
quite a bit of it, trying to make the indication that he did not know 
that he was raising campaign funds. You would agree with me 
that’s a good portion of this report? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shadegg. So that would go to the issue of whether or not 
he knew his conduct was illegal. And I’m troubled by that, because 
normally in the law knowing that your conduct is not illegal is not 
an element. That is to say, if I’m stopped by a police officer for 
speeding, I can’t say to him, I didn’t know I was speeding, and he 
will say, oh, well, OK, you’re off. Correct? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 
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Mr. Shadegg. And it wouldn’t be a defense — diet’s say I went 
back to my office, and I spent the next 10 days in my office doing 
nothing but making campaign fund-raising calls from my Govern- 
ment office. It would not be a defense to a prosecution for that con- 
duct if I said, well, my chief of staff told me I could do that from 
my office, and I believe her, would it? 

Mr. Freeh. Except as it went to intent. 

Mr. Shadegg. Except as it went to intent. But it would not nec- 
essarily be a defense to the crime? 

Mr. Freeh. No. 

Mr. Shadegg. OK. You’re charged with — ^your agency is charged 
with investigating this. Do you know the date on which the Vice 
President was questioned about those fund-raising calls? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, I do. November 11. 

Mr. Shadegg. Of 19 

Mr. Freeh. 1997. 

Mr. Shadegg. As I mentioned yesterday, in his press conference, 
which went on for, I guess, 30 or 45 minutes, almost a year earlier, 
on March 3, 1997, nowhere does the Vice President ever indicate 
that he thought he was raising soft money. In fact, you were here 
yesterday when I brought out four different quotes by the Vice 
President in which he said he thought he was raising money for, 
quote/unquote, our re-election. 

Wouldn’t you think what he said candidly and voluntarily shortly 
after this issue became public would be more solid evidence of what 
he believed and what his state of mind was than an interview con- 
ducted almost a year later where he’d heard that the Attorney Gen- 
eral was already looking at the issue of soft money and say, well, 
if he was raising soft money, then we’re off the hook? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. I just don’t think it is appropriate for me to 
comment on his intent or knowledge at any point. 

Mr. Shadegg. Well, as an investigator, wouldn’t you have 
thought that what he said a year earlier describing his own con- 
duct deserved at least some mention in her report on that issue? 

Mr. Freeh. It is not my report, and, you know, what processes 
went into what she included or deleted I’m not aware of. 

Mr. Shadegg. Well, I find it stunning that she spends a third of 
this report including a number of questions, including describing 
the phone calls she made or her investigators made to these con- 
tributors in which they all said they understood it was soft money. 
And these are people out across America questioned a year later. 
They said, well, we all understood it was soft money. And yet days 
after the issue became public, the Vice President gives a 45- 
minute-long press conference. He never mentions that he thought 
it was soft money, and he, in fact, describes it as raising money for 
our re-election campaign, which would be hard money. I, quite 
frankly, see that as a huge flaw in her report. 

I’m encouraged that the investigation is still open. I quite frankly 
think the evidence is clear that he did violate the law. I think there 
may be an argument that he couldn’t be successfully prosecuted for 
it, but I believe he violated the law. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Ms. Norton. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 



21 


Welcome, Mr. Freeh. I was intrigued by perhaps the most signiA- 
cant statement in your testimony, and I’m quoting: 

In recommend^ that an independent counsel be appointed I did not, and do not, 
imply that I believe any particular person has committed a crime, is the target of 
investigation or even has done anything improper. I recommended appointment of 
an independent counsel to investigate whether crimes may have been committed. 

Are you aware that the independent coimsel statute says that 
there must be specific and credible evidence that a covered person 
has committed a crime? 

Mr. Freeh. It says “may have committed a crime.” 

Ms. Norton. Do you believe a covered person may have commit- 
ted a crime, because that is not what this statement says. Your 
statement from yesterday says — ^it implies that you don’t see any 
covered person, you donT see any evidence, or you don’t want to 
imply that any covered person has committed a crime or even has 
done anything improper. And yet you believe that an independent 
counsel should have been appointed? 

Fm trying to find the basis u^n which you believe and independ- 
ent counsel should be appointed. 

Mr. Freeh. I think we’re talking about two different thii^s. The 
trig^r in a statute that a crime has been committed — ^actually that 
us^ to be in the statute, and in the revisions the Congress 
changed that, the governing language that a crime may have oeen 
committed. 

My statement yesterday spoke to two issues. The first issue was 
the one that I said made me reluctant to publish my recommenda- 
tion because many people could misunderstand a recommendation 
like that, or one under the independent counsel statute to believe 
exactly what you asked me about, that someone had committed a 
crime. So I wanted to make that clear. 

The fact that the statute would be triggered does not mean that 
a crime has been committed or that any findings of g[uilt or inno- 
cence have been made. It simply means that further investigation 
is required. 

Ms. Norton. Well, if you can trigger a criminal statute of this 
kind because further information is required, then I really wonder 
about whether we ought to reign in the statute. The specific and 
credible evidence, it seems to me, is an important safeguard. 

It became known before your memo that you disagreed with the 
Attorney General. How did that first become known? 

Mr. F^eh. I don’t know. I wish I did. 

Ms. Norton. Were you asked that question, and did you have oc- 
casion to answer that question before your memo was written? 
Why did the press know before your memo was written that you 
disagreed with the Attorney General? 

Mr. Freeh. These discussions within the Department of Justice, 
both between the Attorney General and I and the people on the 
Task Force, have been ongoing for months, and one of the key sub- 
jects of those discussions which involves a larger and larger circle 
of people have been going on for many, many months. So, unfortu- 
nately, some of that spilled out before the memo was written. But 
the memo does not for the first time raise these issues. 

Ms. Norton. Is it your practice to make it known to the Attorney 
General when you disagree with her prosecutorial decision? 
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Mr. Freeh. If it is an FBI case, and particularly a case about 
which we consult and she asks me my opinion, absolutely. 

Ms. Norton. No, I asked is it your practice. Is it your practice 
as a general manner to make it known when you disagree with the 
decision that the prosecutor makes, or is thds an unusual occur- 
rence? 

Mr. Freeh. It is an unusual occurrence in the sense that I don’t, 
and neither does the Attorney General, regularly get involved in 
charging decisions except for a very small number of cases. 

So it is not my practice to get involved in charging decisions ei- 
ther in the Department of Justice or in the U.S. Attome3^s Office. 
However, from time to time I have intervened in cases where I 
thought charges should be brought or not brought for one particu- 
lar reason or the other, but it is not something that I frequently 
do. 

Ms. Norton. You have been an Assistant U.S. Attorney yourself? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Norton. Did you have an occasion to use the FBI when you 
were an Assistant Attorney? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 

Ms. Norton. Did you find that sometimes the investigators at 
the FBI want to prosecute when the lawyer or prosecutor thought 
otherwise? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 

Ms. Norton. Isn’t it natural that investigators who put a lot of 
time and effort and grunt work into investigations have a tendency 
to want to go forward with what they have uncovered and pros- 
ecute? Isn’t that pretty much naturmly built in structurally in 
being an investigator? 

Mr. Freeh. No, I don’t think so. I think it depends on the case. 
I’ve had cases as a prosecutor where I wanted to go forward, and 
the FBI told me not to go forward. I think it depends on the facts 
and circumstances. 

Ms. Norton. In your judgment did this leak concerning the 
memo come from within the FBI, or do you think it came from the 
larger Justice Department or outside the FBI? 

Mr. Freeh. I don’t know. We’re conducting an inquiry, as we did 
in all these matters. I hope in this case we can come up with what 
happened, and if we do, there would be serious consequences. 

Ms. Norton. What precautions have you taken to assure that 
the confidentiality of your advice to the Attorney General would be 
resj^cted and that we could depend upon this not happening 
again? I mean, do you have a home computer? 

Mr. Freeh. I’m sorry? 

Ms. Norton. Do you have a home computer? I’m asking, what 
precautions you will have taken — ^if I could just finish this question 
Mr. Chairman. You said that yesterday in your testimony that 
these — ^that the leaks have occurred — ^that multiple leaks have oc- 
curred, and they are occurring edl the time, and they have occurred 
in an instance which you obviously regret. I’m asking you, what 
have you done to assure that this Idnd of leak will not occur in the 
future? 

Mr. Freeh. I’ve told people that I will fire them if they leak, or 
I will have them prosecuted. 
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Ms. Norton. You told them that before. 

Mr. Freeh. Well, I tell them that frequently. I’ve told and sug- 
gested that when we have certain leaks, we ought to have a grand 
jury proceeding as opposed to administrative inquiry. I handled 
this particular memo as carefully as I could. I mailed only six cop- 
ies. We accounted for each one of them. People who were deeply in- 
volved in the case not only didn’t know about the memo, but didn’t 
know the timing of its presentation. We rely on people’s good faith 
and honesty and integrity. 

Unfortunately, at I said yesterday, if I ever write my memoirs 
the most frustrating thing about Washington in this particular job 
are leaks, which I deplore and which people should be arrested for. 

Mr. Burton. The gentlelady’s time has expired. Mr. Pappas. 

Mr. Pappas. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 

Director Freeh, it is good to see you again here today. I wanted 
to make a brief comment about what was said before about wedges 
and that some on the other side are suggesting that we are trying 
to drive a wedge between you and other people. I don’t think that’s 
the case. I know that in the letter that you jointly signed with Ms. 
Reno, and I’m quoting, this was at least from the New York Times, 
quote, public and judicial confidence in the criminal justice process 
would be undermined by congressional intrusions into an ongoing 
criminal investigation, end quote. 

If that is, in fact, an accurate quote, what this is all about is pub- 
lic confidence in the Federal Government and in the ability of peo- 
ple in high levels to be making the decisions, and the judgment 
that is being used to drive those decisions and the reasons for mak- 
ing those decisions. 

And we have in this instance two of the top law enforcement offi- 
cials in the Federeil Government have differing opinions, so there 
is no wedge that is being created here. We’re not creating a wedge, 
we’re just trying to imderstand how two people whom we both re- 
spect have come to two different positions. And I think there are 
a lot of people around the country that are scratching their heads, 
tiying to understand that as well. 

Now, I would like to yield to Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Cox. Thank you. I appreciate your \ielding. 

Director Freeh, yesterday we talked a bit about the independent 
counsel statute, about the law, with the Attorney General and with 
you. Under the independent counsel statute, the decision whether 
to initiate a preliminaiy investigation is made on the basis of the 
AG’s assessment of whether there is specific and credible evidence; 
and if there is, then she is supposed to, within 30 days, initiate a 
preliminary investigation to see whether further investigation is 
reasonable. And if that further investigation is reasonable, under 
the independent coimsel statute, it must be done by an independ- 
ent counsel; is that right? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, if further inquiry is required after whatever last 
extension of that period. 

Mr. Cox. Right. 

Now, it is discretionary for the Attorney General — ^if there is not 
a presumed conflict of interest, as there is with certain named peo- 
ple in the statute like the President or Vice President — ^it is discre- 
tionary emd it depends on her judgment of whether, according to 
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the statute, there is a conflict of interest, potentially a conflict of 
interest, that is political, personal, or financial; is that right? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. Actually in the new statute they do not name 
individuals anymore except for a few. There are people before a 
certain pay grade in the executive branch. But you’re correct. 

Mr. Cox. Now, yesterday I read from a Los Angeles Times article 
in which it was discussed how $10,000 checks were passed out in 
southern California; how people were writing checks to the DNC 
who didn’t know what the DNC was; how they were reimbursed, 
and all this money came from, in one of the specific examples, the 
Bank of China in Macao. 

Under the statute, do you think that that is specific and credible 
evidence that a crime may have been committed? 

Mr. Freeh. It could be. 

Mr. Cox. Well, I’m asking you whether, because you are now in 
possession of that information as well, whether you think that’s 
specific and credible evidence? Is it not specific enough, or is it not 
credible, or is it both? 

Mr. Freeh. I think to answer that question I would be giving you 
some conclusions with respect 

Mr. Cox. Which is exactly what I’m asking for. 

Mr. Freeh. Well, I don’t think, with all due respect, it is appro- 
priate for me to do that. That is a subject potentially under in- 
quiry, and to tell you before the Attorney General makes those de- 
terminations — 

Mr. Cox. I’m just asking you to give me your reading of the Los 
Angeles 'Times article. 

Mr. Freeh. I would hesitate to give you the reading of any arti- 
cle, but I certainly don’t think it is appropriate for me to analyze 
an article for you. 

Mr. Cox. All right. Let me ask you another question. 

Let us assume that that Los Angeles Times article, which was 
worked on by a lot of reporters, which followed up on hearings by 
this committee, and which included information taken under oath, 
is at least credible evidence and that it is specific as far as it goes. 

The only reason, then, if hypothetically we say it is specific and 
credible, for us not to appoint an indercndent counsel is that in our 
judgment, if we were the Attorney (^neral, there is no potential 
political conflict of interest with these people like Charlie Trie or 
John Huang or Antonio Pan; is that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. If you were the Attorney General making the 
decision under the statute, you could either decide there was a po- 
tential conflict or not decide. 

Mr. Cox. And finally, I had a discussion yesterday with the At- 
torney General because I heard her to say that she needs to find 
an actual conflict of interest. 'The statute says “potential.” She read 
from a memo. I’ve had a chance now to read that memo myself. 
The memo is correct. I believe that it was the impression that she 
learned in her testimony that was incorrect. But the memo and 
statute are consistent. They both say that the conflict of interest 
must be potential, not actueil. Is that your understanding of the 
statute? 

Mr. Freeh. I don’t think, you know, my view of the statute on 
this particular issue since it 
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Mr. Cox. It is very important. Because if we have to find an ac- 
tual conflict of interest, that is a much higher standard. But if the 
statute says, as it does, that there “may” be a potential conflict of 
interest, well then it’s potential conflicts of interest that we are 
worried about, and that standard is obviously much lower. 

Mr. Freeh. There are other lawyers that will cite the legislative 
histo^ and talk about the actuality as opposed to the reality of the 
conflict. 

Mr. Cox. The legislative history that was cited by the Attorney 
General yesterday pointed out that Confess intended that there 
be the potential for an actual conflict of interest, not the potential 
for an appearance. But is it your understanding that it is the po- 
tential for an actual conflict of interest? 

Mr. Freeh. I just don’t think my understanding is relevant since 
I don’t make those decisions. I think a statute — ^if you want to ask 
me as a former judge. 

Mr. Cox. I do. 

Mr. Freeh. You know, different schools of judges and lawyers, I 
was always taught and believed that statutes ought to be strictly 
construed. 

Mr. Cox. I appreciate it. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. C um mings. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome, Director Freeh. And I, too, agree that you are doing an 
outstanding job as a lawyer. And as a lawyer, I really appreciate 
what you’re doing. 

In listening to your testimony yesterday and today, one of the 
things that impressed me was the fact that you have a tremendous 
or appear to have a tremendous amount of respect for the Attorney 
General; is that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. You were here, and some of us were surprised 
that you were here during her entire testimony, and we saw that 
as a very good thing, very positive. And I’m not here to drive a 
wedge between you two. I think, from what I’ve seen, it is a very 
close relationship. But let me ask you this so that we can be very 
clear with regard to your opinion. I think we sort of skirted around 
this, but we haven’t hit it right in the bull’s-eye. 

You listened to the testimony of the Attorney General. Do you 
have any reason to believe that she is out just trying to protect the 
President and the Vice President or Ms. O’Leary? 

Mr. Freeh. Well, as I said yesterday, my understanding and be- 
lief again, based on working with Janet Reno for AVt. years on 
many issues, is that she took all the facts and the law and made 
the best and most honest decision with all the integrity in the 
world, and that’s how she got to her result and by no other means. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

So the answer would be you don’t think that she is just out try- 
ing to protect them as has been stated in various publications and 
by many people? 

Mr. Freeh. I think she made the decision on the law and the 
facts in her view. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 
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Let me ask you this: You said something a little bit earlier that 
concerned me a bit, and I just want you to clarify it, and I think 
we on this side of the aisle are a bit concerned. You were talking 
about possibly that you had gotten — ^had a conversation with Ms. 
Reno, I think you said this morning, with regard to tr 3 dng to come 
up with some kind of compromise with regard to certain informa- 
tion in the memo that you had written; is that right? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. And I noted that you said that you would get to- 
gether, or your employees would get together, with Mr. Bennett. 
There was no mention of the Democratic side. We represent the 
American people, too. 

Mr. Freeh. Sure. 

Mr. Cummings. As a matter of fact, we want to make sure that 
we’re included. But I just found it interesting, and a number of us 
did, that you mention Mr. Bennett, but we who represent almost 
half of the American people was not mentioned there. I don’t know 
whether that was a misstatement or you — I mean, do you just see 
it from the Republicans’ side or what? 

Mr. Freeh. I certainly don’t see anything from either the Repub- 
lican or Democratic side. Mr. Bennett is the counsel that I’ve been 
dealing with as a witness here, and I assume that any discussions 
between the Departmental lawyers and himself on this issue is in- 
clusive to the committee, but I certainly didn’t mean by mentioning 
him that — ^well, I didn’t mean anything by that. 

Mr. Cummings. As someone said a long time ago, we people on 
this side are not potted plants, and we are kind of concerned about 
that. 

Let me ask you this: Mr. Gilman asked you a very exc^lent 
question, and you agreed to supply him with certain i^ormation. 
He asked you about how much resources were being directed from 
your staff with regard to the DNC investigation. He used DNC, and 
I’m wondering, are there Republicans under investigation here? I’m 
just curious. 

Mr. Freeh. The investigation is not, as I said yesterday, struc- 
tured along party lines or person lines or officeholder lines. It is a 
broad-based inquiry into all aspects of the 1996 campaign and 
issues surrounding that and on both sides of it. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, the things that concerned me, as I said, 
when he asked his question, he specifically asked about DNC. I 
wouldn’t be asking this question if he had not said it that way. And 
you said that you would supply him with information, I think it 
was figures, how much it would cost — ^how much it is costing with 
regard to investigating the DNC. Now, that is one party. And I was 
just wondering, is there a breeikdown for anything other than that? 

Mr. Freeh. What I will supply him with or I’ll supply the entire 
committee with is the simount of expenditures with respect to what 
we call the Campcon investigation, which is our acronym for cam- 
paign contributions. It doesn’t devolve to one party or one person 
or the other. And I would provide those overall figures. There is no 
breakdown between, you know, parts of that investigation or sub- 
jects or entities. But I’ll give you all the figures that we’ve been 
spending. 
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Mr. Cummings. We would also ask on this side that you include 
minority counsel, because we don’t always get information from our 
counsel, and we would like to have information, and we think we’re 
entitled to it. We’d appreciate that. 

Let me ask you one other thing. You were talking about your 
memo a little bit earlier, and Ms. Reno, I think, used these words. 
I don’t think they were your words. She said that the memo that 
was written could possibly provide a road map or did provide a 
road map with regard to the investigation. Would you agree with 
that? 

Mr. Freeh. I would agree with the proposition that in the memo 
are discussed different theories of the investigation, different 
scopes of the investigation, and clearly somebody reading that 
could be alerted to what the proposed courses would be with re- 
spect to this investigation. 

Mr. Cummings. And you also said a little bit earlier that you 
know if you — I think you said that if you had to do this again, that 
is writing the memo, you might do it a little bit differently. 

And I’m just wondering, are most of your memos something of 
this magnitude that could affect the President of the United States, 
one of the most powerful countries in the world? Does it concern 
and possibly put certain defendants or potential defendants in the 
position where they might be in a position to — ^Mr. Chairman, I 
just want 2 minutes that you gave Mr. Cox. That’s all I want. I’m 
almost hnished. 

Mr. Burton. We will let you finish your question. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. I timed it. 

I’m just curious as to whether you’re doing a road map memo 
and you’re giving it to six people, and then to find that in publica- 
tions all over the country. How would you do it any differently? Be- 
cause I’m just curious. Because I know that concerns you. I’ve lis- 
tened to what you’ve said, and I certainly agree with you. But that 
is a very serious situation considering the fact that we are spend- 
ing millions upon millions of dollars with regard to these investiga- 
tions when people can’t even send their kids to college, and then 
the idea that a road map would be out there for all the public to 
see to basically squash the very things that we’re trying to do with 
all this money, tax dollars we’re spending. I’m just curious. How 
would you do it differently? 

Mr. Freeh. I’m also very concerned about those issues. I don’t 
know that I would do it any differently. But the road map, as 
you’ve described it and as I describe it, is not out there, which is 
why I said yesterday I don’t believe anybody has this memo in the 
press, or you would be reading things that I know that they would 
report which have not been reported. So I don’t feel and I don’t be- 
lieve that that memo is out there and that that road map is out. 

How would I do this in the future to eliminate it? I could have, 
you know, conversations in the hallway with the Attorney General 
of the United States. I don’t think that’s a good response to an in- 
ability on either the FBI or Department of Justice to control sen- 
sitive information. I think if I had to do it again, I would do the 
same things. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 



28 


Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Director, going back to the Franklin Roosevelt administration, 
each administration has had a policy on the clearance of testimony, 
the review of testimony by high-ranking officials before they come 
up to the Hill. Was your statement cleared by 0MB and/or the 
V^te House? 

Mr. Freeh. As far as I know, it was not. I gave a copy to the 
Attorney General. She gave me a copy of hers, but there were no 
editing or suggestions. I don’t know 0MB got it or not. Maybe 
I could find out. 

Mr. Horn. Is that the usual procedure? 

Mr. Freeh. I’m told they did not get a copy. 

Mr. Horn. What is the usual procedure to review? 

Mr. Freeh. The usual procedure would be if I’m talking about 
counterterrorism or encr 3 T)tion, which I won’t talk about today, yes, 
we send it up to 0MB, they review it. Sometimes they have sugges- 
tions. Sometimes they have objections. We discuss that. That was 
not done in this case. 

Mr. Horn. You were listening with great care yesterday to the 
answers and the questions mven the Attorney General, and I know 
you as a high official probably face the same thing many high offi- 
cials do. 

When you’re head of an agency, there are possibilities where 
there will be conflicts of interest in terms of who represents whom. 
She cited the so-called prison guard problem in the Department of 
Justice where they might have a case on one side of it, and there 
is also a case on the other side of it. What she didn’t say was that 
the President does not appoint prison guards, the President ap- 
points the Attorney General. 

Did you find re^ problems in the administration of the conflict 
of interest situation within Justice when they have to represent the 
whole Government going into court, and yet they might have a 
stake in this one way or the other? What’s your reading on that 
as a former judge? 

Mr. Freeh. It is really a fact-specific situation. When I was on 
the bench, every time we got a new case, both myself and my law 
clerks would look at it carefully to see if there was any potential 
from conflict. In fact, I went on the bench directly from the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office in New York, so not only the assistant itself, but 
even some of the matters were matters that I had to preside over 
as Deputy U.S. Attorney. 

I tlunk it is fact-specific. I think it requires great care, conscien- 
tiousness, but it is really specific as to the case involved. 

Mr. Horn. You look at the ability of the FBI to get to witnesses 
and take their testimony. Who gives you the authority to issue a 
subpoena? Is it the U.S. Attorney in the particular region? Is it the 
Attorney General? Is it the chair of the task force? 

Let’s say you’re going after people outside of the jurisdiction of 
the United States. Mr. Cox asked a series of questions on various 
people that have escaped our jurisdiction, they are overseas. What 
do you do in a situation like that as well as the ones within the 
United States? 
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Mr. Freeh. With respect to within the United States, the inves- 
tigators would go to the prosecutors on the task force and request 
a subpoena, or the prosecutors would tell the agents they want to 
subpoena such and such person or records and provide the process. 
If it was out of the district, we would go through the U.S. Attor- 
ney’s Office. 

For example, in Los Angeles there are full-time investigators and 
task force attorneys assigned to this investigation. If it was over- 
seas, we would go through the legates, the FBI representative itself 
in those countries. We might ask for judicial assistance in a foreign 
country. We could ask for a foreign witness warrant to have some- 
one detained in response to the subpoena, but it is a process that 
goes through the U.S. Attorneys Office because they are the people 
charged with the administration of the grand jt^s inquiry. 

Mr. Horn. Could a judge issue a subpoena if you weren’t satis- 
fied with the U.S. Attorneys decision? 

Mr. Freeh. Probably not. A judge could issue a writ or an order, 
depending on whether it was a native of his or her jurisdiction, but 
could not issue — could not — ^this is a good question. A judge who 
does supervise the grand jury could issue a grand jury subpoena 
on somebody who knows that. 

Mr. Horn. Under the wiretap situation, you go to the judge ordi- 
narily to get that subpoena and that authority? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. That’s an order, but the statute provides for 
that. 

Mr. Horn. Given the jurisdiction of this committee and the 
issues before it of the 1996 Presidential election, are there any wit- 
nesses that the FBI has wanted to depose and issue — ^have a sub- 
poena issued that any member of the U.S. Attorneys staff, the 
chair of the task force has turned down and said, no, you can’t 
interview that person? Have you had any particular requests 
stopped somewhere in the process? 

Mr. Freeh. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Horn. OK. 

Mr. Freeh. Except, as I said before, as to the timing of inter- 
views, that has been the subject of some disagreements at different 
points. 

Mr. Horn. Yesterday I happened to mention to the Attorney 
General the Hudson Dog 'Track case, where a lobbyist that fought 
these poor Indians in Wisconsin and get $6,000 a year, versus the 
Indians in Minnesota that make $400,000 a year per person, and 
he raises $420,000 for the Democratic campaign, sits next to the 
President the night before Secretary Babbitt makes the decision, 
and most Secretaries, including Babbitt, have approved Indian 
gaming. He was ordered by the White House to disapprove this 
particular application. And this has wrecked that tribe’s chance for 
opportunity and health care, schools, you name it, clinics. Is that 
under investigation? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. FBI agents and task force attorneys in 
terms of the preliminary investigation are conducting that. I’ve dis- 
cussed the matter with the Attorney General. I’m sure I’ll discuss 
it again with her before she makes any final decisions. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Kucinich. 
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Mr. Kucinich. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Good morn- 
ing, Director. I join with other members of this committee in salut- 
ing you for your independence and I have joined many members of 
this committee for about 7 hours in 2 days of discussions and ques- 
tions and I think we have covered a lot of territory and many ques- 
tions have been asked severed times. I think I know the answer to 
this question, at least I hope I know the answer because of your 
reputation. Could you tell us for the record, did you or anyone in 
coordination with you leak the contents or sense of the memo to 
the Attorney General? 

Mr. Freeh. No, sir. Nobody associated with me as far as I know 
and believe, unless I am shown otherwise. 

Mr. Kucinich. That is the answer I was hoping for. I am glad 
we got it on the record. Thank you. 

Now, you mentioned in response to Mr. Cummings’ question that 
you would deal with Mr. Bennett because he represents the com- 
mittee, and as I am sure you know, he represents the majority of 
the committee. I would say represents them well. I would ask you 
to include minority counsel in any further discussions you or your 
counsel may have with this committee. Is this something that you 
could do? 

Mr. Freeh. We will talk to anybody on the committee, either 
Members or counsels on either side with respect to the — certainly 
the matter with respect to the memo. 

Mr. Kucinich. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Kucinich yields back the balance of his time. 

I would like to take my 5 minutes, if I might, right this minute. 
Do you know, Mr. Freeh, Donald Smaltz, the independent counsel 
that has been investigating the Department of Agriculture affair? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Can you give us your opinion of his capability, 
qualifications, what kind of a guy he is? He is going to be before 
us later today. 

Mr. Freeh. I have worked with Mr. Smaltz since about 1994, 
when the matter under inquiry was referred to him. He, in my 
view, is an outstanding attorney. He is a former Federal prosecu- 
tor, as you know, a law professor. He is one of the finest lawyers 
I have worked with 2 md, as you know, he has had FBI agents sepa- 
rated from the FBI assigned to his inquiry for many months. All 
of our dealings have been professional and I have great respect for 
him. 

Mr. Burton. He has done an outstanding job in your opinion? 

Mr. Freeh. Well, without commenting on the work that he has 
done, since I am removed from the substance of the work, my view 
of him as an attorney and a prosecutor is extremely high. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. There was an article written by Bob 
Novak. I want to read to you from this article. It says, 

A veteran FBI agent resigned and retired from the government in September 
after refusing a demand by Attorney General Janet Reno to give the Justice Depart- 
ment the names of highly sensitive, secret China contacts, 'fiiis sent a wave of out- 
rage coursing through the Bureau and will surely prompt new congressional con- 
cerns about Reno. 

Ray Wickman, former head of the FBI’s Intelligence Unit monitoring Chinese op- 
erations, was reached at his home in suburban Washington and told me, “I took my 
retirement,” but he refused to say more. However, well-placed and outraged Bureau 
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sovirces said Wickman’s resignation was his only recourse because of the Justice De- 
partment’s threatened compromise of FBI intelligence. “It was an insult,” a veteran 
FBI agent told me. . . . months of confusion over FBI and Justice Department in- 
vestigation of alleged Chinese attempts to influence American politics 

was the subject that Justice was looking at. 

I am going to leave some of this out. 

High level officials at the FBI and the Justice Department, when asked what hap- 
pened, put out the story on a not-for-attribution basis: When Wickman decided to 
resign, he was asked to turn in his sources on the Chinese account, but declined 
to do so because he was concerned about their “low quality.” 

That sounds like bureaucratic nonsense, and close colleagues of Wickman in the 
Bureau said it certainly is. They report that Wickman quit after, not before, he re- 
fused to turn over his sources. Far from being of low quality, the Chinese sources 
and the intelligence derived from them are regarded by FBI professionals as the 
best in the Bureau. What’s more, they consider ffiese files as the most sensitive kept 
by the FBI. 

'The Justice Department, clearly on Reno’s orders, was demanding raw files sent 
shock waves through the Bureau. “The purpose of the FBI is to safeguard sources,” 
a senior FBI agent appalled by the Wickman affair told me. 

It says nobody in the FBI will talk on the record and I under- 
stand that Senator Specter is likely to have some closed-door hear- 
ings with you and others on this. 

You were asked earlier about this and you said you had no 
knowledge of it. Since the time that you were asked about this, I 
am sure you have looked into it because Mr. Wickman is one of 
your leading investigators. Can you tell us the circumstances sur- 
rounding this? 

Mr. F^eh. With respect to — ^first of all, I know Mr. Wickman 
from several years of working with him and, in fact, I presented 
his 25-year key to him not too long ago. He has never told me, and 
I think he has the kind of relationsMp with me that he could, he 
has never told me or complained to me or said anything to me 
which indicated he was leaving for any other reason except that he 
wanted to retire. 

I extended him beyond the mandatory retirement age of 57 so he 
could stay. He was certainly welcome from my point of view to 
stay. I know he has spoken to Senator Specter. I understand he is 
going to speak to this committee. I have heard, as you have heard, 
this notion that he left because he was unhappy because he was 
forced to turn over files. I certeunly don’t know of any basis in fact 
for that. The idea 

Mr. Burton. Have any agents in your Department in any way 
inferred that that is factual to you? 

Mr. Freeh. No, in fact they have come back to me upon my in- 
quiry and said, no, he has said that he is retired because he want- 
ed to retire and did not retire because he felt forced. The other 
thing — excuse me. The idea that he was told to turn in his sources 
is a nonsensical notion. 

FBI agents don’t have sources that are not official sources with 
files. You don’t, when you leave the FBI, take those sources with 
you. In fact, you are not supposed to have a source that is not set 
up and documented according to our guidelines. So that would not 
be a realistic situation. 

Mr. Burton. So nobody in the FBI has inferred in any way that 
he was distraught or concerned about possible leaks of intelligence 
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sources that he had that might be in jeopardy if they were turned 
over to the Justice Department? 

Mr. Freeh. No, I have heard other people have reported to me 
that when he left he was not, he was not altogether happy about 
certain things. But nobody has told me, and I have asked this ques- 
tion several times, that he left because he was being told to hand 
in any sources. 

Mr. Burton. I understand that nobody may have told you that. 
What I am trying to find out is, have any agents or anybody at the 
Bureau indicated that he was dissatisfied with the Justice Depart- 
ment regarding its inquiry into his sources? 

Mr. pfelEH. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You have no knowledge of that? 

Mr. Freeh. I have heard, as you have heard, and apparently as 
a reporter has heard, that he made complaints to people that he 
was unhappy with his assignment, but when I asked people to get 
the facts and report back to me, they told me that that was not the 
case, that he retired because he was beyond his mandatory age and 
wanted to retire. 

Mr. Burton. Well, all I can tell you is that I know Mr. Novak 
and I see my time has expired. He has talked, according to him and 
his article, with FBI agents who have verified the things that I just 
mentioned to you. If that is true, I wish you would look into it be- 
cause you are the head of the FBI and this committee and I would 
like to know if there is any credence to what has been said. 

Mr. Freeh. I will look into it. 

Mr. Burton. Would you report back to me? If it is sensitive in- 
formation that should not be made public, you may rest assured 
that it will not be made public, but I would like to know about 
that. We are cleared for top secret. If there is any indication what- 
soever that there was some concern about sources regarding the 
Chinese giving contributions to people in this country, and we 
know from reports in the Washington Post that the Chinese Gov- 
ernment has been giving contributions to political people in this 
country, and if there was some kind of a threat to any of those 
sources, it is imperative that the Congress know about that and we 
can keep that secret, but we need to look into it. 

Mr. luiEEH. I will report back to you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. 

Mr. Turner. 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Chairman, I woiild like to yield to Mr. Lantos 
for a minute. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you very much. I just want to conclude on 
this exchange between Mr. Burton and yourself. During your entire 
testimony, you were never as animated as you were in response to 
this. And basically. Director Freeh, you are denjdng the VEdidity of 
this Bob Novak story; is that correct, sir? 

Mr. Freeh. As far as I am concerned, I don’t have any basis in 
fact. I think what we need to do is talk to the people with firsthand 
knowledge and direct knowledge and I will report back to you. 

Mr. Lantos. Could I ask you what is the mandatory retirement 
age? 

Mr. Freeh. Fifty-seven. 

Mr. Lantos. When did this gentleman retire? 
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Mr. Freeh. I know it was extended for a year. 

Mr. Lantos. So he was over 57. 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, he was over 57. 

Mr. Lantos. So what we are dealing with is an off-the-wall Bob 
Novak story. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Burton. Would you care to comment on that, off the wall? 

Mr. Freeh. You raised a serious issue. It is a serious issue that 
when it was raised in the article, I asked that people make inquiry. 
And I have gotten back, as far as I have seen, I haven’t seen a 
written report, but as far as I have been told, he did not leave be- 
cause he was being forced to turn over files. The notion that he had 
sources that he took with him, that is just not, that is not the way 
we do business. I will conduct further inquiry. 

I have been reluctant to call Mr. Wickman myself. I have not 
done that. Let me see if I can get some more facts for you, and I 
will report back to you. It is a serious enough allegation that I will 
look into it more fully. 

Mr. Lantos. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Turner. Director Freeh, I know you have a unique perspec- 
tive on the campai^ finance system. As you know, there are many 
of us who are worMng very hard to reform that system. We believe 
that the campaign contribution limits ought to be meaningful, that 
there should not be a system that is a dual system where we tell 
folks they give $1,000 to a candidate, but if they want to give 
$100,000 in so-called soft money to a party or nonprofit group that 
is OK. 

You have seen it all. You have investigated, I am sure, hundreds 
of cases. Is there, in your opinion, is there any doubt in your mind 
that soft money is being used to influence the election and re-elec- 
tion of candidates for Federal office? 

Mr. Freeh. As I said yesterday, it is an area that I do not think 
is appropriate for me to give an opinion on because I am the inves- 
tigator who is trying to determine whether people either inten- 
tionally or unwittingly crossed lines or boundaries or violated stat- 
utes. I don’t think my experience in the criminal investigation is 
really relevant to the statutory scheme. I don’t think it is appro- 
priate for the Director to be giving an opinion on that. 

Mr. 'Turner. Well, without stating opinion as to whether you 
think it is good or bad, I mean in terms of your investigation, have 
you seen what we call soft money influencing the outcome of elec- 
tions in this country? 

Mr. Freeh. I just would rather not comment on that. 

Mr. Turner. A little bit earlier you were asked some questions 
about the FBI’s being, some of the agents saying they were maybe 
hindered and the timing of their investigation because of the Inde- 
pendent Counsel Act had not been triggered and therefore they 
could not move forward as quickly as maybe they wanted to. Do 
you recall that testimony earlier? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 

Mr. Turner. Without discussing the specifics of any evidence, 
was there any indication that any evidence was covered up, altered 
or compromised by any delay? 

Mr. Freeh. It is almost an impossible question to answer. I 
mean I don’t know. Please do not infer from that, that there was. 
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I do not think you could calculate an answer that would be accu- 
rate. 

Mr. Turner. Well, there is no, you have no personal knowledge 
that there was any evidence covered up, altered or compromised by 
virtue of the delay. You have no person^ knowledge of it? 

Mr. Freeh. From a criminal point of view? 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Mr. Freeh. No. No personal knowledge. 

Mr. Burton. Would the gentleman yield? Could you expand upon 
that? I will give the gentleman more time. You said not from a 
criminal point of view. Was there a cover-up in any other area? 

Mr. Freeh. Well, my inquiry is a criminal inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I will give the gentleman more time. I think 
you are begging the issue, Mr. Freeh. Was there a cover-up in any 
other area? 

Mr. Freeh. That is not the question that was asked. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I am asking the question. 

Mr. Freeh. Cover up in terms of a criminal act or 

Mr. Burton. In any area that you think was relevant. 

Mr. Freeh. No. 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Freeh, you had stated in your testimony the 
other day that on the issues of fact, the Attorney General and I do 
not disagree. Was that your testimony yesterday? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 

Mr. Turner. I am reading from a press report. That is the rea- 
son I am inquiring again. The Attorney General, in her finding re- 
garding the Vice President’s phone calls from the White House, 
from Federal property, concluded that there are, was no basis for 
concluding that nis phone calls were solicitations for hard money. 
That was a factual determination. Is it fair to say that you do not 
disagree with the Attorney General regarding her fact findings? 

Mr. Freeh. Well, your question — I am sorry. With respect to the 
facts that were developed in regard to that aspect of the investiga- 
tion, there is no dispute about what the facts are. 

Mr. Turner. All right. That is what I was trying to clarify. That 
you had no disagreement regarding the factual findings but, rather, 
your disagreement was regarding the interpretation of the inde- 
pendent counsel law. 

Mr. Freeh. The disagreement was in the ultimate recommenda- 
tion. Yes. 

Mr. Turner. Does the independent counsel statute require the 
Attorney General to consult with the FBI? 

Mr. Freeh. No. 

Mr. Turner. But in this instance because of high regard for you 
she sought out your opinion? 

Mr. Freeh. She sought it out. 

Mr. Turner. And how much time elapsed between the time you 
gave her your opinion and the time that she actually issued her 
opinion? 

Mr. Freeh. As I indicated before, these discussion have been on- 
going for many, many months. With respect to the memo in ques- 
tion, I provided that to her about a week before her final decision. 

Mr. Turner. And you felt like that was sufficient time for her 
to give your opinion adequate consideration. 
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Mr. Freeh. Yes, because we had been discussing these issues for 
a long period of time. 

Mr. Turner. So, again, your disagreement was like two lawyers 
may disagree on the interpretation of the law. 

Mr. Freeh. That is a good characteristic of it. 

Mr. Turner. Rather than any disagreement about the facts that 
the two of you looked at? 

Mr. Freeh. We did not dispute the facts. 

Mr. Turner. And, in fact, as the FBI Director, it is your role to 
find and investigate and provide the facts; is that correct. 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Turner. And it is her role to interpret them and determine 
what the law is that should be applied to the facts that you pro- 
vide. 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 

Mr. Turner. Is that a fair characterization of what the appro- 
priate role of the FBI Director is and the Attorney General. 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Mr. Freeh. Yes. 

Mr. Turner. And I believe you stated earlier that you respected 
her judgment even though as lawyers you may have had a little 
different take regarding what the law said? 

Mr. Freeh. That is correct. 

Mr. Turner. Has anybody ever been prosecuted under this 1883 
Pendelton Act for making a campaign solicitation from Federal 
property? 

Mr. Freeh. There has been some prosecution because there is 
some case law on it, but I don’t know exactly the cases or the stat- 
utes. There are four precedents, I am told, under the statute, but 
not with this factual scenario. 

Mr. Turner. Were those telephone calls solicitations of campaign 
contributions or do they relate back to the historical basis for put- 
ting that into the law in 1883, which said you shouldn’t have offi- 
cials going around buttonholing their employees on the job to get 
money out of them for their campaign and their re-elections. 

Mr. Freeh. I don’t know off hand. I know the Supreme Court 
case is quite old, the one that talks about the statute. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. I granted him 
some additional time because of my interruption. 

Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Director Freeh, you are also charged with upholding 
the law; is that correct? 

Mr. FIieeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. And it is my understanding this committee issued you 
a subpoena; is that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. It is also my understanding that the deadline for com- 
plying with that subpoena for the request of documents was yester- 
day at noon; is that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. That is correct. 

Mr. Mica. So at this time, you are technically in contempt of our 
request. Similar action was taken by the Attorney General. I told 
her yesterday and I will tell you today that if there is not compli- 
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ance, I will seek contempt of Congress both against the Attorney 
General and against you for not complying. I am hoping that we 
don’t have to do that. 

I am glad to hear the message that was delivered first thing by 
you this morning from the Attorney General that we do not have 
to proceed in that fashion because we are willing to work with you. 
We have, we are not interested in everything you have on the in- 
vestigation. But you have to understand, Director, where we are 
coming from. 

I consider myself a strong advocate of the FBI and law enforce- 
ment, but I have sat here now through Travelgate, where we saw 
the attempted misuse of the FBI. I sat here through Filegate, 
where we saw the abuse by the White House of the FBI. I saw the 
Thompson hearings and a cache of information suddenly appears, 
and some of it from what I have read in press accounts in conflict 
to closed door briefings that were given to us. We should discuss 
that later, Mr. Chairman, because it raised some serious questions 
about national security and interference with our politick system 
from foreign entities. 

But understand where I am coming from. We are not a legisla- 
tive committee, we are not an appropriations committee of Con- 
gress. We were set up in 1808 by the Fo und ing Fathers to conduct 
investigations and oversight. And we are learning tbdngs from news 
accounts. I mean, our best sources are the Los Angeles Times, the 
Washington Post, the New York Times. 

I am stunned to read that the Attorney General said that we 
could provide or you would be providing a road map. She would be 
providing us with a road map to the investigation and the Wall 
Street Journal says the FBI Director’s still secret memo advocating 
an outside prosecutor claims that Democrats’ diversion of party 
building funds into campaign accounts may have constituted a con- 
spiracy reaching into the White House. Among other possible 
crimes he cited misuse of Government resources and obstructing 
justice. 

Now, again, this is just a press account. But.you have to imder- 
stand where we are coming from; that this raises great questions 
about what is going on. 

Mr. Freeh. I understand that. 

Mr. Mica. And leaks. So that is one reason why if there are press 
accounts, we should see at least part of what is going on. The other 
thing, too, is we do not want to duplicate investigations. You have 
criminal responsibilities. We have congressional responsibility. So 
it is important that we know something of what is going on and 
meiking certain that this scandal is properly investigated. 

Have any of your agents conducted any investigations in Indo- 
nesia, China, or Thailand? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, we have had leads as well as direct investiga- 
tion done in many of those areas. 

Mr. Mica. In all three countries? 

Mr. Freeh. I am not sure exactly in all three countries, but cer- 
tainly in that region and one or more of the countries. We have 
been actively pursuing that through our legats overseas. 

Mr. Mica. I am pleased to hear that. Incidentally, you said you 
have issued more than 1,000 subpoenas so you have surpassed us 
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by over 300. You are not paying attention to whether these are Re- 
publican accusations or Democrat accusations, are you? 

Mr. Freeh. No. 

Mr. Mica. One part of your job is to uphold the law. I reported 
to the Attorney Gfeneral or started to report an investigation we 
have conducted on possible violations of the Federal Code. If we 
could provide the FBI Director with one, two, three, four, five, pos- 
sibly six Federal violations and one State violation. 

As I indicated yesterday, Kansas instituted a law, a lot about 
this is about complying with laws already on the books. But Kan- 
sas instituted a law to limit the amount of Federal money coming 
into their States, soft money. I have a list of conduit payments in 
Kansas, which is absolutely outrageous, 17 States contributed 
money in conduit fashion to Kansas elections in conflict with their 
law, and I think in violation of at least five Federal statutes. Can 
I have your assurance that this matter will be investigated? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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B. Possible V'iolalions of l.aw 

I : Kan. Stat. Ann. S 25-4153 Limits the amount of non-Kansas political party soft 

money that can be contributed to Kansas political parties. In order for the DNC to 
contribute large sums to influence the 2 Senate and 4 House races, this statute had to 
be circumvented. 

2. 2 II S.r. S 441f This federal criminal statute prohibits contributions being made 

in the name of another. Conduit payments appear to have been made through 
individuals, counties and other state political parties. (There is no prohibition against 
transfers of funds between parties. Therefore, it is arguable w hether the state and 
county payments are covered by this statute.) 

3 . IS IJ S.C. § 1001 The transfer payments from the DNC to state parties can be 

seen as an effort to create a false report to the Federal Election Commission. Case law 
provides authority for this w here an active misrepresentation is made with the 

know ledge of the reporting obligations and an attempt to frustrate these obligations is 
made. 

4. IS II S C S 371 The conspiracy between two or more persons to effect a 

fraudulent scheme provides a basis for a conspiracy charge. 

5. IS II SC. S 241 The purposeftil violation of a slate's election law provides the 

foundation for an allegation that there was a conspiracy against the civil rights of the 
people of Kansas to have a fair election. 

6. IS U.S.C. S 1 341. 1343 Wire fraud statutes may be applicable. 

7. 18U.S.C. S 1962 


Possibility of a RICO charge. 
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DNC Conduit Payments to Kansas 




Democratic parties in 1 7 states 
gave to the Kansas Democratic 

Party 

Idaho (9/17/96) 

$15,000 

Florida (9/27/96) 

$15,000 

Nebraska (9/30/96) 

$14,990 

Arkansas (10/3/96) 

$15,000 

Maine (10/4/96) 

$15,000 

Colorado (10/4/96) 

$14,990 

Georgia (10/7/96) 

$15,000 

Louisiana (10/16/96) 

$15,000 

Alabama (10/16/96) 

$14,990 1 

Wyoming (10/18/96) 

$14,990 

Sou(h Carolina (10/18/96) $15,000 

California (10/18/96) 

$14,990 

South Dakota (10/18/96) 

$15,000 

New Hampshire (10/21) 

$15,000 

Minnesota (10/25) 

$15,000 

Michigan (10/25) 

$15,000 

Montana (10/30) 

$15,000 

TOTAL 

$254,950 




Fifteen county parties received 
S5,000 from (he Democratic 
Congressional Committee. Twelve 
acted as conduits for DNC 
payments to the State Democratic 
Party. 


Cowley $4,750 


Douglas $4,500 


Ellis $4,500 


Harvey $4,500 


Leavenworth $4,500 


Marshall $4,750 


Miami $4,500 


Osage $4,750 


Reno $4,500 


Riley $4,500 


Sedgwick $4,250 


Shawnee $4,500 


Returned $5,000 


Kept $5,000 


Kept $5,000 


29 candidates for the Kansas Senate 
received $1,000 each from the 
DNC. 41 candidates for the Kansas 
House received $500 each from the 
DNC. 


Senate 


19 Senate candidates sent $800 on. 


6 Senate candidates sent some $ on. 


4 Senate candidates kept the money 


House 


24 House candidates kept the $ 


1 1 House candidates sent $ to PAC 


I candidate gave $ to State party 


5 candidates returned the money. 


TOTAL OF ALL CONDUIT PAYMENTS > $324,650 


















































Fifteen county parties received Total Receipts for the County Party 

$5,000 from the Democratic 
Congressional Committee. They 


sent the following amount to the 

State party. 


Cowley 

$4,750 

$5,194.00 

Douglas 

$4,500 

$20,176.58 

Ellis 

$4,500 

$11,928.11 

Harvey 

$4,500 

$6,443.50 

Leavenworth 

$4,500 

$7,272.00 

Marshall 

$4,750 

$5,120.00 

Miami 

$4,500 

$5,000.00 

Osage 

$4,750 

$5,200.98 

Reno 

$4,500 

$17,596.00 

Riley 

$4,500 

$6,219.00 

Sedgwick 

$4,250 

$60,644.82 

Shawnee 

$4,500 

$34,182.00 



Geary 

Returned $5,000 

$2,177.19 

Johnson 

Kept $5,000 

$24,757.48 

Marion 

Kept $5,000 

$6,829.50 
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Mr. Mica. Let me ask you one other question. I am concerned 
that — I outlined yesterday for the Attorney Greneral what I see as 
a conspiracy in this whole campaign financing scheme from the 
Federal level and possibly from the White House. There are provi- 
sions of the RICO statute for investigation and some of this activity 
may now border on racketeering or conspiracy. Do you think that 
the RICO statute may be invoked in your investigation? 

Mr. Freeh. I do not think I could comment on that at this time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Was the ques- 
tion answered? We will allow Director Freeh to answer the ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Freeh. I don’t know. I can’t comment on that at this time, 
what statutes might ultimately be implicated here, if any. 

Mr. Barrett. Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his inquiiy. 

Mr. Barrett. Mr. Mica indicated that he was intending to seek 
a contempt of Congress against Mr. Freeh for Mr. Freeh’s failing, 
according to Mr. Mica, to comply with the subpoena. Mr. Freeh has 
indicated obviously that he feels this would hamper the current in- 
vestigation. Under the rules, how many business days’ notice is re- 
quired? I feel very strongly that we should not hamper this inves- 
tigation and for that reason I would vote against that motion of 
contempt. 

Mr. Burton. First of all, let me say that is a moot point because 
that is something that the Chair is not considering at this time. 

Mr. Barrett. This is a parliamenteuy inquiry for my knowledge. 
How many prior days 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will wait just a moment. I will 
check. It would be three business days. 

Mr. Barrett. I will be here if he does that. 

Mr. Burton. Obviously, we would probably all be here, but that 
is something that is under consideration, but we are not making 
any moves in that direction. We are hoping, as Director Freeh has 
stated earlier, that we can work this out between his counsel and 
the Attorney General’s counsel and Mr. Bennett so that we get the 
information, albeit in a redacted manner. 

Mr. Kucinich. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Burton. He made a parliamentary inquiry. If you have a 
parliamentary inquity, you may state it. 

Mr. Kucinich. It is in connection with your statement. You said 
that it is under consideration. 

Mr. Burton. We have not closed any options regarding the sub- 
poenas that were sent to the Attorney General and to the FBI Di- 
rector. 

Mr. Kucinich. But as the chairman, can you inform the Mem- 
bers why it is under consideration? 

Mr. Burton. The Chair is not going to get into the negotiations 
that are taking place at the present time or will be taking place. 
Members of the committee will be informed if we are contemplating 
taking any action. 

Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Allen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Freeh, you said a moment ago that you investigate equally — 
it makes no difference to you whether allegations are about Demo- 
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cratic abuses or Republican abuses. You consider it your respon- 
sibility to investigate both; is that right? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Allen. That is very important because that is not what we 
are doing in this committee. On this committee all of the deposi- 
tions and all of the interrogatories have been directed to Demo- 
cratic targets. There have been 373 subpoenas issued, 364 of them 
have been directed to Democratic targets and not to Republican 
targets. There have been 178 requests for documents and 177 of 
those requests were related to Democratic fund-raising abuses and 
only 1 to Republican fund-raising abuses. 

The fact is, it is unfortunate, but this committee’s investigation 
has been far more about politics than about reform. 

I am new to Washington. 'This is my first year. One thing strikes 
me from what I have seen and heard here in this past year. That 
is how quickly people are willing to attribute motives to you or to 
anyone else in this city and how quickly they will change alle- 
giances. 

You have come under attack from leading Republicans for the 
Jewel case, the problems with forensic labs, for Ruby Ridge and 
then last week when your memo was being discussed, the same 
people were singing your praises. I noticed in the paper just the 
other day when your memo was released, people were attributing 
motives to you that had to do with your ability to engage in bu- 
reaucratic infighting and there was a suggestion yesterday that 
now you are trying to appease Janet Reno and this administration. 

What strikes me is that they are edl wrong and that basically you 
are here trying to do your job, trying to take the information that 
you get and make the best possible decisions. And the suggestion, 
the speed with which people attribute motives in this city is aston- 
ishing. 

I am concerned about two things here. First, I want all of us to 
get to the bottom of any fund-raising abuses in 1996 and 1994, any 
cases where the law was violated. And second, I want to see rei 
campaign finance reform in this term of Congress. You can’t help 
with the second, but you are critically important to the first. 

So the only thing I would ask is that whenever you feel that you 
are being subjected to political pressure from Democrats or from 
Republicans that you will speak up, that you will let me know, that 
you will let people on this committee know, that you will let the 
public know so that we can stop it before it continues. I would just, 
my only question, sir, is will you do that? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Allen. Thank you very much. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

Mr. McIntosh. 

Mr. McIntosh. First let me commend the chairman on the excel- 
lent way in which you have conducted these hearings and for being 
fair and impartial to all sides. I want to thank you for doing that. 

Second, I really have one question for you. Director Freeh, and 
then I want to yield the rest of my time to Mr. Barr. I guess a 
question and a statement. 
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The question for you is — ^and I don’t think you meant this, but 
I want to be sure. You don’t believe that because a law is an old 
law on the books for over 100 years that that is a reason that peo- 
ple shouldn’t obey it and fully enforce it in the law enforcement 
agencies? 

Mr. Freeh. No, I — no, I did not speak about that law at all. But, 
no, not at all. The Constitution is even older. 

Mr. McIntosh. Exactly. I think we share that value. I find it 
shameful that the President and Vice President and some of their 
supporters are implying that because it is an old law, it has been 
on the books a long time, it shouldn’t apply to them today, and to 
its full extent. 

That leads me to my general point. I want to say thank you for 
being willing to stand up against political pressure, and I know 
what it is like to serve in an administration where you need to be 
loyal and do what you think is right. 

I am offended by the Attorney General’s decision not to appoint 
an independent counsel. And the worst thing about it is that it 
sends a message to the young people in America that the President 
and the Vice President might be getting away with something and 
nobody is going to appoint an independent investigator to find out 
if that is true. I think that is wrong. It is a terrible message for 
this Attorney General to send. 

I appreciate the candor with which you advised her to make that 
appointment. I appreciate your reluctance to bring that out to the 

E ublic because you have to be able to give advice to your superiors, 
ut I want to say thank you for standing up for that principle. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield the balance of my 
time to Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. I thank the gentlemain. 

Mr. Freeh, unfortunately, as in many things, just saying things 
in law enforcement does not make it so. The Attorney General just 
sa 3 dng that she is going to follow evidence wherever it leads doesn’t 
make it so. It may or may not turn out to be the case, but just say- 
ing something over and over and over again doesn’t mean it. Say- 
ing that there is no political interference doesn’t make it so. Saying 
that you are going to be independent does not make it so. Actions 
do, in fact, speak louder than words. 

I am somewhat concerned because I think there has been politi- 
cal interference with the FBI during this administration. I do not 
think that in several instances there has been independence exer- 
cised. I think independence, for example, is when there is a crime, 
evidence of a crime, even the possibility of it at the highest levels 
of Government, which information may be destroyed. Independence 
means the FBI secures a crime scene, as was done in the Irangate 
matter, not that people are allowed to take information out. There 
is apparently no effort made to secure a crime scene, to me, that 
is not independence. 

To me, independence would be when somebody from the White 
House seeks to obtain access to have sensitive files on American 
citizens. Independence means asking some very tough questions 
about why those files are sought, under what circumstances they 
will be maintained, that there be followup to make sure that those 
strictures are complied with. And independence does not mean that 
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dozens and then hundreds of files, sensitive files on law-abiding 
American citizens by all accounts, are turned over to political 
operatives. 

Independence I do not think means that when a former distin- 
guished agent such as Gary Aldrich or let us say John Doe submits 
a manuscript to the FBI and people at the FBI send it over to the 
White House for political reasons so that they can run their spin 
on it and prepare to take care of any embarrassing information 
that may be in it. That is not independence. That indicates a far 
too close politicEil relationship between the bureau and administra- 
tion. That is what I see. Despite your protestations that you are 
independent and there is no interference, the record bespeaks that 
there are problems. 

With regard to the current situation that we have, also I was 
rather astounded to hear yesterday your interpretation of 28 — ^well, 
the authority under which the Director of the FBI is appointed 
states very clearly in law passed in 1976 that the tenure of the Di- 
rector of the FBI is 10 years. And if one goes back and looks at why 
that was done, it was done precisely so the President could not just 
fire a Director of the FBI for pplitical reasons, that there has to be 
a reason. 

Independence, to me, would be if the Director of the FBI is 
asked, can the President just fire you because he wants to? Inde- 
pendence would mean not saying, no, but, hell no, the President 
cannot do that; I will not tolerate that happening. If there is good 
cause for a President to terminate a Director of the FBI, then cer- 
tainly. But I just do not understand why you seem to be going out 
of your way to show lack of independence in some of these things. 

With regard to the memo that we are talking about, I under- 
stand as a former prosecutor that there are reasons why every 
communication between a Director of the FBI and an Attorney 
General are not to be made public. But to rely and to play into, to 
some extent, the attempts to trivialize this issue on the other side 
that this is just a disagreement among two lawyers is not accurate. 
You are not just another lawyer. You are not paid just to be an- 
other lawyer. You are the Director of the FBI. I will followup on 
that, because I do have a couple of specific questions during my 
time. 

I thank the gentleman from Indiana for yielding. 

Mr. Freeh. May I respond, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, sir. You may respond. 

Mr. Freeh. I will be happy to answer your questions. With re- 
spect to your concerns about the FBI’s independence, no one has 
a greater concern about that than I do. I think it is important to 
distinguish, however, between events that happened and the per- 
ception or interpretation of independence and the actual factual 
issues surrounding motive and intent. 

I think there are two slices to independence. There is what may 
be perceived to be actions which are not independent, turning over 
FBI files, for instance, but turning them over in a process that was 
28 years old and started under the Johnson administration and 
which was fixed immediately by this Director as soon as it came 
to his attention. 
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So I think we have to be very careful about distinguishing be- 
tween the perception of independence or nonindependence and 
what actually is at stake and the facts regarding motive and inde- 
pendence. 

I am not going out of my way to trivialize or play down or em- 
phasize my independence one way or the other. I c^l the shots as 
I see them. My job is not to please anyone in this town at the ex- 
pense of doing what I think is required by my duty. If things that 
I do or things that the FBI does from time to time interfere with 
that perception, that is my fault, I have to try to correct that. But 
I am appropriately and politically independent, euid I stake all of 
my integrity on that. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Sununu. 

Mr. Sununu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning. Director Freeh. Thank you very much for being 
here and addressing the questions people have offered in such a di- 
rect way. 

Yesterday, the Attorney General indicated in her testimony that 
she has not initiated a 30-day preliminary investigation as to 
whether or not an independent counsel is appropriate in the matter 
of Webster Hubbell and payments involved, other allegations of il- 
legality that I know you are investigating. Is that your understand- 
ing, that no 30-day inquiry has been initiated? 

Mr. Freeh. That is correct. 

Mr. Sununu. You worked with Hubbell in 1993 and 1994 at Jus- 
tice; is that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. He was at Justice while I was FBI Director. 

Mr. Sununu. What was your working relationship? 

Mr. Freeh. Well, as the Associate Attorney General, he had very 
little to do with the FBI in terms of my issues and what I dealt 
with from time to time on different issues. We would be involved 
with him, but we worked primarily with of course the Attorney 
General, the deputy, and the head of the Criminal Division. 

Mr. Sununu. But given that level of interaction, do you think 
you personally would have a conflict of interest in investigating 
matters related to Webster Hubbell? 

Mr. Freeh. No, sir. 

Mr. Sununu. Do you think the Attorney General, in her working 
relationship — previous working relationsWp, would have a conflict 
of interest with the investigation of Webster Hubbell? 

Mr. Freeh. I think only she can make that determination. 

Mr. Sununu. Are you aweire of Webster Hubbell’s relationship 
with James Riady, John Huang, and others related in the cam- 
paign finance allegations — correct? 

Mr. Freeh. I am aware of reports and facts involving those mat- 
ters, yes. 

Mr. Sununu. Have you had discussions with people in the De- 
partment of Justice about potential conflicts of interest 

Mr. Freeh. No. 

Mr. Sununu [continuing]. With respect to Hubbell? With respect 
to Hubbell and people in the Department of Justice investigating 
the former No. 2 employee at the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Freeh. No, I have not. 
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Mr. SUNUNU. I would only make the comment that it would seem 
to me, given his past history working with people very closely in 
the Department, that this would represent at least within the De- 
partment of Justice and the Attorney General’s office a pretty clear 
case where the perception and the reality of a conflict in the inves- 
tigation might exist. It would seem very appropriate, at a mini- 
mum, to initiate a 30-day inquiry as to whether or not a special 
prosecutor, an independent counsel, would be appropriate. 

I want to ask just a couple of questions about the use of immu- 
nity. You are a former judge. You are obviously very familiar with 
the use of immunity, more so than I am, I am sure. It is common, 
is it not, to use immunity with lower-level witnesses in an attempt 
to gather valuable information in prosecuting higher-level members 
of an organization? 

Mr. Freeh. That is a common procedure, yes. 

Mr. SuNUNU. Are you aware that the Department of Justice ini- 
tially opposed immunity for a group of nuns that wanted to provide 
testimony regarding conduit payment, straw donor payments; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. I am aware of that. 

Mr. SuNUNU. Did any agents that you are aware of express con- 
cern about Justice’s reluctance to allow immunity to be used in 
that case? 

Mr. Freeh. No, not that I am aware of. 

Mr. SuNUNU. Do you think that their reluctance, the Department 
of Justice’s reluctance, to use immunity in that case— ^d that 
strike you as uncommon or unusual given their, the nuns’, back- 
ground, their willingness to work with the committees in their in- 
vestigation? 

Mr. Freeh. I don’t think I can make a determination on that. 
The issues of competing witnesses or subjects and how that relates 
to decisions to immunize or not inununize are, first of all, not deci- 
sions that we make in the FBI, and I was not privy to the con- 
versations or the process in the Department on that issue. 

Mr. SuNUNU. But it didn’t strike you as unusual that there was 
such reluctance with these particular witnesses? 

Mr. Freeh. I don’t really have a reaction one way or the other 
without knowing the facts and being privy to the issues involved. 

Mr. SuNUNU. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my time to 
Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Real quick, Mr. Freeh, you stated to us that while, 
candidly, there are startup problems and growing pains in this task 
force you have put together, it is my understanding that a new 
U.S. Attorney was recently brought in, who is that? 

Mr. Freeh. Charles La&ella, who was the first assistant out in 
San Diego. 

Mr. Mica. How long have you known him? 

Mr. Freeh. I have known him many years. We were prosecutors 
together in the U.S. Attorney’s Office in New York for several 
years. 

Mr. Mica. Is there any reason Mr. LaBella couldn’t run an inves- 
tigation as an independent or special counsel rather than at the 
Justice Department? 

Mr. Freeh. Whether he could be an independent counsel? 
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Mr. Mica. Right. 

Mr. Freeh. I think the statute actually prohibits Department of 
Justice employees from being appointed. 

Mr. Mica. If he was appointed, if we had an independent coun- 
sel, wouldn’t he make a good one? 

Mr. Freeh. I think he would be outstanding. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you. 

One of the problems I have is, I have learned that there is al- 
ready some conflict with Mr. LaBella. He has already clashed with 
Lee Radek, the head of Public Integrity. I understand Mr. Radek 
is a very turf-conscious individual and wanting to maintain control 
of the — of this investigation. What is going on? 

Mr. Freeh. I do not think it is appropriate for me to comment 
on relationships between any of the prosecutors involved. What I 
can comment on and what I will be happy to talk about is what 
the FBI is doing and whether our 

Mr. Mica. Could you then describe maybe the chain of command 
for us? 

Mr. Freeh. As I understand it, Mr. LaBella reports to Mr. 
Radek. Mr. Radek is the head of the Public Integrity Section. And 
then from there, it goes up to Mark Richard, who is Acting Assist- 
ant Attorney General in this matter, and then up to the Attorney 
General. 

Mr. Mica. Finally, your relationship with Mr. LaBella, you said 
it goes back a long way. 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, we know each other very well. 

Mr. Mica. In what capacity? 

Mr. Freeh. We were both prosecutors. Assistant U.S. Attorneys, 
in the southern District of New York, going back from 1980 to 
1991. We had different cases, but we knew each other very well. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Since Mr. Mica referred to the Director a matter pertaining to 
Kansas, I would like to refer to you a matter pertaining to Mon- 
tana. 

Triad Management Services, a secretive organization funded by 
ultrawealthy ultraconservatives, funneled millions of dollars into 
issue ads, into congressional raises, through two nonprofit organi- 
zations. We are requesting you, Mr. Director, to look into this case 
as you are looking into the foinsas case mentioned by my col- 
league. 

Mr. Freeh. Let me look at the facts, and I will review it. 

Mr. Lantos. We appreciate that. 

I want to deal with the contempt issue that has now been raised 
on several occasions. I would like Mr. Burton to pay attention. One 
of the problems we have had with this committee procedure 
throughout this entire investigation is that the committee has not 
operated on a bipartisan basis. The subpoenas issued to the Attor- 
ney General and the Director of the FBI we were never consulted 
on, we never participated in, and unanimously our side rejects the 
appropriateness of the subpoenas. 

Now, since the subpoenas, according to Mr. Mica, have now run 
their course and both the Attorney ^neral and the Director are 
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technically in contempt of Congress and you, Mr. Chairman, indi- 
cated you are not excluding an^hing, let me state for the record — 
and I speak for our side unanimously — ^that we think the notion of 
a contempt citation that might be issued against the Attorney Gen- 
eral or the Director of the FBI because they are determined to up- 
hold their oath of office is preposterous beyond words. I am con- 
vinced that should such an outrageous course of action be at- 
tempted, there will be a unanimous vote on the part of the Demo- 
crats opposing it. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Director, for your excellent testimony. 
As always, you have conducted yourself with dignity and profes- 
sionalism, and we are all hoping that you will continue in your ca- 
pacity as Director of the FBI as long as you choose. 

I yield back the balance — I 5ddd to my friend. Congressman 
Kucinich. 

Mr. Kucinich. Thank you very much. Congressman Lantos. 

Picking up on what Congressman Lantos just said, moments ago 
we heard the chairman of the committee relate that he was, in fact, 
considering contempt of Con^ss charges alluded to negotiations. 
When I asked the question, the Chair could not respond as to why. 

I would hope — ^and I have hoped this from the begin ni ng of these 
proceedings — ^that members of this committee, particularly the 
Chair, would be very slow in making statements that could be con- 
sidered to be quite provocative, statements that have serious con- 
sequences. 

I have a background in the media. I have a master’s in commu- 
nications. I have worked on the other side here. People are writing 
and behind the cameras; I have done that work. I know that when 
the chairman of a committee says the words, “We are considering 
contempt of Congress charges,” that has impact. You write it down. 
You report it to the American people. But, unfortunately, what 
doesn’t happen is, there is not a process here which substantiates 
chapter and verse as to why that statement should even be made. 

So when we go through this whole exercise of hearings, we in the 
Con^ss, the administration, people in the media and the general 
public, I think that we must be very careful in using the accusa- 
tions, the nuances of accusation, the rhetoric of condemnation. We 
are an investigative body. As an investigative body, we have to be 
prudent in our use of terms, just as the Director is prudent and 
just as the Attorney General has been very prudent in not releas- 
ing information which would smear someone. 

The process of government is a very powerful process. As the 
wheels move, it can affect people’s lives. It can affect their reputa- 
tions. It can have an impact on their service. So as one member 
of this committee, I just feel it is my obligation, with the experience 
that I have, in saying that we should be very careful about the 
terms that we use, about the actions that we say we would take, 
so as not to inflame the situation or to smear someone who is serv- 
ing this country. 

'Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Three quick points before I sdeld to our last speak- 
er. 

First of all, the minority and majority counsel are working on 
and awaiting more information from the Senate committee which 
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is ceding us information on Triad. There will be, as I said before, 
an investigation into the Triad matter. No. 1. No. 2, the minority 
did get 24 hours notice on the subpoenas in question in accordance 
with our protocol. And third, we are trying to work things out with 
the Department of Justice counsel and the FBI Director’s counsel 
regarding a memorandum. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

With regard to the memo, Mr. Freeh, it is not your position that 
it is not being provided because of an assertion of executive privi- 
lege; is that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. As far as I know, that has not been asserted yet, cor- 
rect. 

Mr. Barr. As a matter of fact, the Attorney Genered explicitly 
said yesterday that the refusal to comply with it was not based on 
a claim of executive privilege; is that correct? 

Mr. Freeh. I believe she did. 

Mr. Barr. Right. 

Let me ask a couple of questions here. And to followup on where 
I began before, you are not paid by the citizens of this country to 
be just another lawyer; you are paid to head up a very large, very 
sophisticated, and very fine investigative agency, I would say the 
best in the world. And, therefore, when questions are asked of you, 
they are not asked of you at least in this context here as Mr. Louis 
Freeh, member of the bar. We are not interested in what two law- 
yers in private practice or in some prosecutorial office may disagree 
on from time to time. These matters are a slight deal more impor- 
tant than that, and the background and responsibility that you 
bring to answering those questions is more than just another law- 
yer. 

So I really do not appreciate efforts by certain people on the 
other side to trivialize this into just, this is just another disa^ee- 
ment. It is not just another disagreement. We are asking questions, 
and the American people are asking questions, legitimately so, that 
go to the heart of whether or not we are going to have accountabil- 
ity on the part of our top leaders, whether or not there is credible, 
specific evidence that people in the highest levels of our Govern- 
ment may have violated laws. Those are very serious questions. 

I would hope that when you provide advice to the Attorney Gen- 
eral, to the President, or your people, you are providing advice not 
just as another member of the bar. It is also based on vast experi- 
ence that you have, very distinguished experience as a Federal 
judge, as a Federal prosecutor, and that background, close to 2 
dozen years, as you indicated yesterday, is really a great deal of 
background more than mamy other people currently in Government 
have. 

And I do have a fairly substantive question about that, but what 
to do with that, but let me ask just a couple of quick questions. Did 
the FBI do any investigation with regard to Larry Lawrence and 
his bacl^ound? 

Mr. F^EH. Larry who? 

Mr. Barr. Larry Lawrence, the fellow about the controversy at 
Arlington Cemetery. 
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Mr. Freeh. We do not do the background investigations for Am- 
bassadors; we only do name checks and national security checks. 

Mr. Barr. Would a name check have disclosed that this gen- 
tleman apparently falsified records regarding his educational and 
supposed military fact background? 

Mr. Freeh. It depends what records we had related to the name. 
I don’t know what they were at this point. But we would not be 
the people going out doing the background and checking the mili- 
tary records. We would simply check that name against our 

Mr. Barr. Who does that? The State Department, in that case? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, the State Department, I am told. 

Mr. Barr. If you had, I presume that the FBI would not be satis- 
fied with just what they might find. If questions are raised, they 
would check further, wouldn’t they? 

Mr. Freeh. The background investigations we do for Senate 
confirmees are exhaustive. It is the same background that I re- 
ceived, and they go beyond interviews and 

Mr. Barr, So if the FBI conducted a background check on Mr. 
Lawrence, would we be correct in presuming that these discrep- 
ancies, shall we say, would have been uncovered? 

Mr. Freeh. We would do the fullest and most complete back- 
ground — 

Mr. Barr. Really, you are shortchanging the FBI. I think that 
they would have been. 

Mr. Freeh. I would like to think 

Mr. Barr. Can’t you say with some degree of certainty that, yes, 
the FBI is good enough that we would have uncovered that? 

Mr. Freeh. I like to think that we would. 

Mr. Barr. If you would have, would those facts have been made 
known to those that were putting this man forward for this high 
position? 

Mr. Freeh. Yes, that would be reported to the White House. 

Mr. Barr. Is the FBI — have they been asked to do any back- 
ground checks on welfare people who, under the Welfare to 
Workfare program under this administration, are being given jobs 
at the White House? 

Mr. Freeh. I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr, Taking people directly off of the welfare rolls and plac- 
ing them in the White House itself physically as employees. 

Mr. Freeh. OK. I don’t know, Mr. Barr, but I will find out and 
get back you to, sir. 

Mr. Barr. I would appreciate that, because it is our information, 
and that raises very serious security concerns, at least in the mind 
of this Member of Congress. 

With regard now, Mr. Freeh, to your background which goes far 
beyond 

Mr. Lantos. Would the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. Barr. No. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Which goes far beyond your background 
and your current position, you bring to your role as Director of the 
FBI the vast experience that we have indicated. Obviously, and 
aside from the so-called memo, just putting the memorandum 
aside, that is — ^that is the issue that brings us here — ^looking at all 
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of the evidence in your background in Federal law enforcement and 
Federal judicial matters and prosecutorial matters, there are facts 
there that, as you understand them, indicate that covered persons 
may have violated Federal laws? 

Mr. Freeh. Under the facts and the law as I understand them 
to be, the matter, in my opinion, should be referred to em independ- 
ent counsel. 

Mr. Barr. Based on the language of the independent counsel? 

Mr. Freeh. Certainly, based on the statute. 

Mr. Barr. Which is that, at least in pertinent part, that if there 
is specific credible evidence that a covered person may have vio- 
lated Federal law, it should be referred to an independent counsel? 

Mr. Freeh. I recommended it should be referred. 

Mr. Barr. Based on that analysis, that there is specific and cred- 
ible evidence that Federal laws may have been violated? 

Mr. Freeh. As I said yesterday, I made my recommendation on 
more than one basis under the statute. 

Mr. Barr. There are only two bases — is that correct? — conflict of 
interest and specific and credible evidence of a Federal crime. 

Mr. Freeh. You are correct. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And, therefore, those two are the bases on which 
you submitted your recommendation? 

Mr. Freeh. I 

Mr. Barr. Are there any others? 

Mr. Freeh. There are no others. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Freeh, you have been very patient. Under the 
rules, we have finished the whole round. If Mr. Kucinich wants to 
make some brief comments, I will allow that. The problem is, we 
have two people that want to make brief comments and we have 
severe time constraints for the Director. 

Mr. Kucinich. What I wanted to do was to yield a minute to my 
friend, Congressman 

Mr. Burton. I will make an exception, and I will allow you 1 
minute and my colleague from California 1 minute. 

Mr. Kucinich. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield my 1 minute 
to Congressman Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. I want to thank my friend for yielding. 

I cannot express outrage strong enough at Mr. Barr’s observation 
that individuals on welfare somehow represent a unique security 
risk in this country. One of our colleagues. Congresswoman Wool- 
sey, was on welfare for a protracted period of time. She is a highly 
respected, valuable Member of the Congress of the United States. 
I have no idea whether any individual who had been on welfare is 
currently working in the White House, but welfare recipients are 
American citizens to be presumed no more loyal and no less loyal 
than Mr. Barr, and his question to the Director looking into this 
issue I think is preposterous beyond words. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. Chairman, I thank you. What I want to do is de- 
fend you from some of these assaults. 

Mr. Burton. Well, then I’m glad I yielded the extra time. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you. You can give me a few more seconds. 

The other side is talking in great shock and concern that we 
might think about a contempt of Congress situation. Well, this goes 
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back to 1792 and George Washington and the St. Clair expedition. 
The President decided then, give Congress all the papers on the St. 
Clair expedition, and he did. That was the first Congress President 
and the first President. And what gets me is of course we have a 
right to file a contempt of Congress if they don’t comply with the 
subpoena. 

Now, the chairman has indicated they tried to work something 
out, they’d redact certain things. The chairman might want to look 
at it or some designated members of the committee. But we have 
a clear right to compel the papers from the executive branch, and 
particularly the Department of Justice. 

McGrain v. Daugherty is very clear. Every student in political 
science studies that case, 1927. The question was could Congress 
get the documents out the Department of Justice, a rather corrupt 
department at that time I might say. And I do not say the current 
one is corrupt, but we have a right to see the papers. 

We’ve been stiffed by the White House, as I said yesterday, for 
5 solid years of not providing the Congress with the evidence we 
need in a lot of these cases. And all I want to say, Mr. Chairman, 
is there is a long precedent, and we should not get upset when 
somebody says where if you do not give us the documents, a con- 
tempt citation will be voted. And I assure you it will be voted by 
the majority. 

I yield the rest of my time, Mr. Chairman, to Mr. Mica, who has 
a point of personal privilege. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his point of personal privi- 
lege. 

Mr. Mica. Just a quick closing comment that, in fact, the Direc- 
tor’s hired by the President in tlSs administration and the Attorney 
General, and if ever there is a case for us pursuing a contempt of 
Congress, this would be the case. We represent the people, and 
that’s our obligation. 

So, Mr. Director, if you don’t get fired and we don’t get smeared, 
we’ll both being doing good. Thank you. 

Mr. Freeh. Mr. Burton, may I put one thing on the record with 
your permission? 

Mr. Burton. You may do so. 

Mr. Freeh. I got this note from my general counsel, who asked 
to ask a question with respect to Mr. Wickman. I’m told by my 
counsel that Mr. Wickman was concerned with the question of DOJ 
attorneys accessing what we call asset files. An asset file is not the 
substantive information, but lists the name and address of the in- 
formant, which is the most sensitive files that we have. 

I’m told that once the DOJ attorneys understood that the asset 
files were not substantive, that was the end of that issue. But let 
me get some more information and report back to you. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I’d like to quickly have you add to the infor- 
mation that I’d like to have. Did his successor give any information 
like that that he did not want to give to DOJ after Mr. Wickman 
left? 

Mr. Freeh. I would check that. I would be shocked if that was 
the case, but let me find out. I’ve been shocked before. Let me re- 
port back to you. 
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Mr. Burton. You have been very candid. You have taken a lot 
of flack from some people in the committee. I just want you to 
know that my admiration for you has been enhanced by your per- 
formance here before the committee. I gave you a couple of pointed 
questions that I probably should not have, and for those things I 
apologize. But I look forward to working with you in the future, 
and I hope we can work this thing out on the memo. 

Mr. Freeh. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Lantos. It is a 
pleasure to appear before you. And we will work with you as close- 
ly as we can. 

Mr. Burton. The committee stands in recess until 12:30 p.m. 

[Whereupon at 12:02 p.m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
at 12:30 p.m., the same day.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will reconvene. 

Mr. Smaltz, while you’re standing, can we get you sworn, please. 

[Witness sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. Please be seated. 

On September 9, 1994, Don Smaltz was appointed Independent 
Counsel by the Special Division of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit to investigate allegations that former 
Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy accepted things of value from 
persons with business pending before the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture, in violation of Federal criminal statutes. 

Prior to his selection as Independent Counsel, Mr. Smaltz had a 
distinguished career with over 30 years’ experience in all areas of 
criminal and civil trials as a Federal prosecutor, as a law professor, 
and as a defense lawer. He began Federal Govenunent service in 
the Judge Advocate General’s Coi^s for the U.S. Army, serving in 
the rank of captain, as Chief Military Justice Section 17 Airborne 
Corps, and as a trial attorney of major felonies. As an Assistant 
U.S. Attorney for the then southern District of California, he quick- 
ly developed a national reputation as an innovator of prosecution 
theories. As an example, he was the first prosecutor to successfully 
indict and convict a public company of making false financial state- 
ments in a registration statement under 15 U.S.C. 77. 

Mr. Smaltz’s private law practice has centered around white col- 
lar criminal defense and complex civil litigation matters. Notable 
courtroom victories include obtaining the dismissal of two separate 
indictments brought by the Watergate special prosecutors against 
President Nixon’s personal tax attorney for prosecutorial mis- 
conduct and a successful 10-week jury trial on behalf of Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Teamsters Pension Fund, resulting in a 
$10 million verdict for the Fund. 

He has contributed to the development and understanding of 
criminal law, including teaching criminal procedure at Southwest- 
ern University’s School of Law in L.A., offering numerous articles 
on criminal law including a criminal practice case book, and serv- 
ing as a panelist at numerous seminars concerning the substance 
and application of criminal and civil laws. His skills as a trial law- 
yer have been recognized through his induction as a fellow of the 
American College of Trial Lawyers. 

In addition, Mr. Smaltz has been em active participant in the 
Ninth Circuit Judicial Conference, whereby judges and lawyers dis- 
cuss common issues and problems in the Federal courts. Imme- 
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diately before being appointed independent counsel, he was the 
chairman of the Civil Justice Reform Act of 1990 Advisory Group, 
central District of California, which advised the district on methods 
of reducing delays and costs in the civil cases in Federal court. 

He was bom in Lebanon, PA, to Monroe C. Smaltz, a steelworker 
at Bethlehem Steel Co., and Adeline T.— Ceccini? 

Mr. Smaltz. Ceccini. 

Mr. Burton [continuing.] Ceccini, who immigrated to the United 
States from Italy. 

He graduated from Pennsylvania State University and received 
his law degree from Dickinson School of Law, having financed both 
his undergraduate and graduate education as a jazz musician 

What did you play? 

Mr. Smaltz. My primary instrument, sir, was the trombone, but 
I also played the vibes and base. 

Mr. Burton. And you look like Jimmy Stewart, too — a passion 
he has maintained throughout the years. 

Mr. Smaltz is married to the Honorable Lois Anderson-Smaltz, 
a Los Angeles County Superior Court judge; a father of four daugh- 
ters; and a grandfather of six children. He and his wife have also 
adopted two sons from the Republic of Russia. That’s commendable. 

Do you have an opening statement, Mr. Smaltz? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes, sir, I do. 

Mr. Burton. We will entertain that at this time. 

STATEMENT OF DONALD C. SMALTZ, INDEPENDENT COUNSEL, 
OFFICE OF THE INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 

Mr. Smaltz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit- 
tee. 

Pursuant to subpoena, I appear here to discuss with the commit- 
tee the circumstances behind our recent successful prosecution of 
Ronald H. Blackley and Five M Farming Enterprises, and also my 
concerns about the delays that resulted from the Department of 
Justice’s decision not to prosecute Blackley and its opposition to 
our prosecution. 

I believe this case illustrates some of the impediments to effec- 
tive law enforcement that can result from efforts by DOJ to rein 
in the most fundamental attribute that Congress has conferred on 
the independent coimsels, namely, their independence. 

Last week a Federal jury in the District of Columbia convicted 
former Secretary of Agriculture Esp/s Chief of Staff, Ronald H. 
Blackley, of three counts of lying to hide $22,000, he received in 
1993, from Mississippi agri-businesses. These businesses sought 
and received in excess of $400,000, in USDA subsidies in the year 
that Mr. Blackley served as Esp/s Chief of Staff, and Blackley at- 
tempted to influence and reverse a USDA decision not to provide 
one of those businesses with the amount of subsidies it requested. 

In an earlier and related prosecution. United States v. Five M 
Farming Enterprises, also brought in the District of Columbia, we 
indicted Bruce Keith Mitchell, Sr., and Five M Farming Enter- 
prises in May 1996. They later pleaded guilty to one count of con- 
spiracy to illegally obtain $770,000 in USDA subsidies payments; 
two counts of false statements to USDA, zmd one count of entering 
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false entries on USDA forms to illegally benefit from the subsidy 
program. 

Both of these results came in the face of strong opposition from 
DOJ, opposition that I believe did not have a principled basis 
grounded in effective law enforcement and that served to make our 
efforts more difficult and time-consuming. 

As of late December 1994, DOJ was aware of at least some of 
these facts concerning Blackley and Five M but did not prosecute 
or otherwise pursue them. My office became aware of these facts 
as a natural outgrowth of our investigation of Espy, which caused 
us to investigate the activities of those close to him in matters re- 
lated to the Department of Agriculture. 

While we believed our jurisdictional mandate gave us jurisdiction 
over Blackley and Five M’s violations, in order to avoid prolonged 
battles after indictment, we informally requested the Department 
of Justice to give us these matters as related matters under the 
independent counsel statute. That statute provides in section 
594(e) that an independent counsel may ask either the Attorney 
General or the Special Division to refer to him matters related to 
the independent counsel’s jurisdiction. 

We elected to pursue the alternative outlined in the statute, and 
we applied directly in Janua^ 1996 to the Special Division for a 
referr^ of a related matter. DOJ vigorously opposed our applica- 
tion, and litigation ensued. DOJ ar^ed that the requested referral 
was not truly related to our jurisdictional mandate and would not 
concede, despite the clear wording of the statute, that the Special 
Division had the power to make such a referral without DOJ’s 
blessing. 

However, I am firmly of the view that the only real motivation 
behind DOJ’s opposition was attempting to keep the Special Divi- 
sion, and hence the independent counsel, from exercising too much 
independence from DOJ. In other words, DOJ wants to control the 
scope and direction of the independent counsel investigations. I 
draw this conclusion because the connection between the requested 
referral and my original jurisdiction, which was quite broad, should 
be obvious to an objective observer. 

The Specied Division, in a published opinion on April 1, 1996, 
stated that, in exercising its power to refer a related matter, the 
court “makes explicit the independent counsel’s jurisdiction over a 
matter that was implicitly included in the original grant of pros- 
ecutorial jurisdiction.” It concluded that I have “shown that the 
new matter is demonstratively related to the factual circumstances 
that gave rise to the Attorney General’s initial investigation and 
request for appointment of an independent coimsel.” 

Now, after we indicted Five M Enterprises, they moved to dis- 
miss the prosecution, contending that we didn’t have jurisdiction. 
The trial judge there. Judge Jackson, went so far as to review for 
himself the record we had put before the Special Division on the 
referral application, and he concluded that the referral was indeed 
proper. 

Mother reason why I do not believe that DOJ’s opposition to the 
referrals had anything to do with how closely the matters were re- 
lated was the contrasting position it took in United States v. Tuck- 
er. The only real distinction between the two cases is that DOJ 
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made the Tucker referral, but was bypassed in the decisionmaking 
process for our referral. Thus, the real reason for DOtPs strident 
opposition to this referral appears to have been a turf war. It sim- 
ply would not concede that the Special Division could make a refer- 
ral of which it did not approve. 

DOJ’s opposition thus was just an attempt to convince the Spe- 
cial Division not to exercise the power that this Congress had af- 
firmatively given it in 1987. As I have already indicated, the Spe- 
cial Division was unpersuaded, and it panted the referral. This 
was, I submit, in keeping with the whole philosophy of the Inde- 
pendent Counsel Act, which is, after all, to minimize DOJ’s control 
over the independent counsel investigation. 

As Chief Judge Edwards of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals 
perceptively noted, quote, “The entire purpose of the independent 
counsel statute was to provide independence from the executive 
branch.” 

Defendant Blackley’s motion to dismiss on jurisdictional grounds 
his indictment gave the district court occasion to reflect on the 
need for independence for independent counsel. In denying the mo- 
tion to dismiss. Judge Lamberth, the trial judge, stated, quote, “For 
the independent counsel to play a meanin^ul role, he or she is nec- 
essarily expected to act in a manner different from, and sometimes 
at odds with, the Department of Justice.” 

Although it lost the referral fight more than a year and a half 
ago, DOJ has continued to publicly assail our efforts. Recent arti- 
cles in the New York Times and another in the New Yorker Maga- 
zine has cited high DOJ officials as criticizing my office for pursu- 
ing these matters in the larger context of disparaging statements 
that describe the current independent counsels as, quote, “overzeal- 
ous amateurs who have tried repeatedly to expand jurisdiction.” 

These articles then attempted to fix the blame on present inde- 
pendent counsel for Ms. Reno’s apparent reluctance te appoint an 
independent counsel in current matters. Such statements, coming 
as they do from DOJ personnel and apparently sanctioned at the 
highest level, are shocking. They threaten to undermine not only 
the efforts of the independent coimsels and the already difficult job 
in prosecuting public corruption, but also the fair administration of 
justice. 

The courts have held that the Blackley prosecution was four- 
square within my original jurisdictional mandate. The statute 
clearly authorized the procedures we followed. And DOJ’s unwar- 
ranted efforts to curtail the scope and direction of my investigation 
significantly delayed our investigation and prosecution. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have some prepared re- 
marks I’d like submitted. And that concludes my opening state- 
ment. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Smaltz follows;] 
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STATEMENT OF INDEPENDENT COUNSEL DONALD C. SMALTZ 
REGARDING PROSECUTION OF RONALD H. BLACKLEY 

Before the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 
Dan Burton, Chairman 
December 9, 1997 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee — I appear before you 
today pursuant to subpoena issued under your oversight responsibilities for 
government operations. I will provide information consistent with my 
responsibilities as a federal prosecutor and all applicable laws, including Federal 
Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e), which prohibits me from revealing any grand 
jury material. 

On August 8, 1994, Attorney General Reno filed an Application with 
the Special Division of the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit for an Independent Counsel to investigate whether any 
violations of federal criminal law were committed by Secretary of Agriculture 
Espy, and to determine whether prosecution was warranted. That five-page 
Application reviewed the background and surrounding allegations against 
then-Secretary Espy, the nature of some of the gratuities allegedly received by 
Espy, the applicable criminal statutes, the strictures of the Independent Counsel 
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Act, the Attorney General’s findings, and a Statement of Recommended 
Jurisdiction. A copy is submitted at Exhibit 1 . Approximately one month 
later — on September 9, 1994 -- I was sworn in as Independent Counsel, with a 
broad jurisdictional grant that authorized me to investigate to the maximum extent 
authorized by law whether Secretary Espy “committed a violation of any federal 
criminal law . . . relating in any way to the acceptance of gifts by him from 
organizations or individuals with business pending before the Department of 
Agriculture .... [and] to investigate other allegations or evidence of violation of 
any federal criminal law . . . developed during the Independent Counsel’s 
investigation” of Secretary Espy and “connected with or arising out of that 
investigation.” A copy of the Special Division’s Order is submitted as Exhibit 2. 

To date, my office has successfully investigated and prosecuted a 
variety of individuals and businesses for a wide-range of federal criminal law. We 
have obtained convictions of 7 individuals, 4 corporations, and 1 law firm, and 
civil damages and fine of $ 1 ,050,000 from a major securities broker dealer. To 
date, we have recovered more than S4.5 million in fines and penalties. A 
summary identifying the prosecutions we initiated to date, and the results of those 
proceedings, is submitted as Exhibit 3. Our prosecutions have included 
convictions of one corporation and its senior vice president of giving Secretary 
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Espy in excess of $6,000 in gratuities; illegal campaign contributions under the 
Federal Election Campaign Act; falsification of corporate books and records to 
conceal $46, 000-worth of illegal campaign contributions under the Foreign 
Corrupt Practices Act; interstate transportation of stolen property and money 
laundering resulting from a $20,000 illegal campaign contribution; false 
statements to the Federal Election Commission, a federally insured bank, federal 
investigators, and federal agencies. 

The Committee has inquired of the circumstances behind our recent 
successful prosecution of Ronald H. Blackley, and my concerns about the delays 
that resulted from the Department of Justice’s opposition to that prosecution. I 
believe this case illustrates some of the impediments to effective law enforcement 
that can result from efforts by DOJ to rein-in the most fundamental attribute that 
Congress has conferred on the independent counsels — namely, their 
independence. 

On December 1, 1997, we convicted Ronald H. Blackley of three 
counts in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1001. Defendant Blackley, as Chief of Staff to 
the Secretary of Agriculture, was the “alter-ego” of the Secretary of Agriculture. 
He was one of the most powerful persons in USDA, which in 1993 had a budget in 
excess of $60 billion and over 100,000 employees. As Chief of Staff, Blackley 
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had significant input and considerable influence in many of the wide variety of 
USDA programs and decisions including government subsidies to agri-businesses. 
Blackley was convicted of three counts of lying to hide $22,000 he received in 
1993, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1001, from Mississippi agri-businesses he 
previously represented. These businesses sought and received in excess of 
$400,000 in USDA subsidies in the one year that Blackley served as Espy’s Chief 
of Staff, and Blackley attempted to influence and reverse a USDA decision not to 
provide one of those businesses with the amount of subsidies it requested. 

In January 1993, prior to Mr. Espy’s confirmation as Secretary of 
Agriculture, issues arose as to possible conflicts of interest between defendant 
Blackley and various Mississippi agri-business entities he had represented. 
Blackley had served as an agriculture aide to Mississippi Congressman Espy from 
1989 until Espy was appointed Secretary of Agriculture. Beginning sometime in 
1987, he operated a private consulting firm — Ron Blackley & Associates — 
which, among other things, advised agri-businesses seeking farming subsidies 
from USDA. In response to conflict of interest allegations and questions raised by 
Senate Agriculture Committee staff members, Blackley claimed that he had 
severed all his business relationships, and in January 1993 had no personal 
business interests. He said that his only source of income was the Congressional 
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salary he was receiving as a Congressional aide to then Congressman Espy. Espy, 
on January 21, 1993, appointed Blackley as his Chief of Staff at USDA. 

The jury found in Count One that defendant Blackley knowingly and 
willfully made false, fictitious and fraudulent statements and representations by 
omitting to disclose the $22,000 he received from Mississippi agri-businesses on 
his 1993 Public Financial Disclosure Report. Blackley, as a senior government 
official in the Executive Branch, was required by the Ethics in Government Act to 
file complete and accurate Public Financial Disclosure Reports so the reviewing 
agency and the public would know of any conflicts of interest. The agri- 
businesses that gave Blackley the $22,000 had been clients of Blackley's 
consulting business and had matters pending before USDA. 

In Februar>' 1994 defendant Blackley changed jobs from Chief of 
Staff to Chairman of the Loan Resolution Task Force of USDA. In August 1994, 
after the Attorney General filed her application for appointment of an Independent 
Counsel to investigate allegations of misconduct by Secretary Espy, the Office of 
Inspector General of the USDA commenced an investigation of Blackley. 
Allegations had arisen that, while Chief of Staff, Blackley had intervened on 
behalf of certain Mississippi agri-businesses who were former clients of 
Blackley’s consulting business and who had appeals pending before USDA. The 
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USDA-IG’s investigation disclosed that in 1993, out of a total of only ten 
nationwide agri-business appeals to reach the highest USDA senior review level in 
Washington, D.C., five of these were from Mississippi. Each of these five 
involved a former client of Blackley, and each was granted some relief after 
Blackley as Chief of Staff intervened. 

During the course of that USDA-IG investigation, defendant Blackley 
made statements to the agents that he had severed all prior business and financial 
interests upon being appointed Chief of Staff; that in 1993 he received no income 
or consulting fees directly or indirectly from previous clients; that his only income 
was his USDA salary; and that his 1993 Financial Disclosure Report was correct. 
The jury found defendant Blackley guilty of Count Two, which charged that in 
November 1994, Blackley made these false representations and concealed the 
$22,000 in a sworn statement that he gave to those investigating agents. 

In 1995 defendant Blackley resigned from the USDA and became a 
Special Assistant to the Administrator — United States Agency for International 
Development. On May 23, 1996, following the investigation by the Office of 
Independent Counsel, the grand Jury indicted Five M Farming Enterprises, Brook 
Keith Mitchell, and his son. Brook Keith Mitchell, Jr., for conspiracy to defraud 
the USDA and false statements to illegally obtain $700,000 in USDA subsidies. 
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Blackley was identified as an unindicted co-conspirator in the Five 
M/Mitchell scheme and, after that disclosure, the USAID Inspector General 
commenced an investigation to determine whether Blackley's Top Secret security 
clearance should be withdrawn. The jury convicted Blackley of Count Three 
which charged that he lied to USAID-IG investigators in a sworn statement he 
gave them that, “after I ended my consulting business and entered U.S. 
Government service I did not receive any remuneration of any kind from Mitchell 
or anyone else.” 

The evidence at trial revealed that defendant Blackley not only 
accepted more than $22,000 from Mississippi agri-business entities regulated by 
USDA, he also attempted to influence, and have reversed, an adverse decision 
concerning one of these entities that had received over $300,000 in subsidy 
payments from the USDA in 1993, and then lied repeatedly by denying his receipt 
of the $22,000 - on his Public Financial Disclosure Form; to the Inspector 
General of USDA; and to the Inspector General of USAID. Each of the three 
Counts of 18 U.S.C. § 1001 of which Blackley was convicted carries a maximum 
of five years imprisonment and a $250,000 fine, and the date for Blackley’s 
sentencing has been set for February 12, 1997. 
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This corrupt activity by a senior executive government official 
undermines the public’s confidence in the regulatory process and suggests to the 
public that government largesse goes not necessarily to those most entitled to 
it — but to those who are cozy with the regulators or to those who are willing to 
purchase it. 

As the Supreme Court observed: 

A democracy is effective only if the people have faith in 
those who govern, and that faith is bound to be shattered 
where high officials and their appointees engage in 
activities which arouse suspicion of malfeasance and 
corruption. 

In my judgment it is a prosecutor’s sworn duty and obligation to 
fully investigate and, where appropriate, vigorously prosecute those Executive 
Officials who illegally accept things of value from persons and entities who have 
matters pending before that Executive’s department, or who lie about things of 
value received from regulated entities, whether the lie occurs on Financial 
Disclosure Reports or to government investigators. 

In the earlier related prosecution. United States v. Five M Farming 
Enterprises, et al. Brook K. Mitchell, Sr. and Five M Farming Enterprises pleaded 
guilty to one count of conspiracy to illegally obtain $770,000 in USDA subsidy 
payments, two counts of false statements to USDA and one count of false entries 
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on USDA forms to illegally obtain the subsidy program. 

Both the Five M Farming and Blackley convictions came in the face 
of strong opposition from DOJ, opposition that, I believe, did not have a 
principled basis either in effective law enforcement or in the Independent Counsel 
statute. That opposition, however, served to make our efforts more difficult and 
time-consuming. 

I will give only the briefest summary of the facts behind these 
prosecutions here. The Five A/ defendants were a 5,000-acre farming operation in 
Mississippi, and the farmers who owned it; they received substantial but 
undeserved subsidies from the Department of Agriculture in the early 1 990s, and 
were close to then-Congressman Mike Espy. Blackley, at the time, was an aide to 
Congressman Espy, who moonlighted as a farm consultant, and who in that 
capacity drew up the fraudulent farm plans that brought the Five A/ defendants 
their illegal subsidies. When Secretary Espy named Blackley as his chief of staff, 
Blackley was alleged to have intervened before the Department of Agriculture in 
favor of the Five A/ defendants to help them get $179,000-worth of agriculture 
subsidies, which USDA had previously denied them. Blackley lied to the USDA 
and on his 1993 Public Financial Disclosure Report to conceal the fact that he had 
been receiving monetaiy payments from entities with interests before the 
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Department, and on whose behalf he intervened. 

As of late December, 1994, DOJ was aware of at least some of these 
facts, but declined in March 1995 to prosecute or otherwise pursue them. My 
office became aware of these facts as a natural outgrowth of our investigation of 
Secretary Espy. Although we believed that our jurisdictional grant authorized us 
to proceed, in an effort to avoid the endless challenges to jurisdiction we 
approached DOJ to see if it would be willing to refer Blackley and matters in 
which he was involved to us as related matters under 28 U.S.C. § 594(e). In 
informal discussions, EX)J refused to recognize this office’s jurisdiction over 
Blackley, and urged us not to seek referral from the Special Division, even though 
Section 594(e) authorized me to ask either the “AG or the division of the court to 
refer . . . matters related to the IC’s prosecutorial jurisdiction.” 

We applied, on January 25, 1996, to the Special Division of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for referral of a related 
matter, which is authorized in § 594(e) of the Independent Counsel statute. 
Specifically, we sought: 

The jurisdiction and authority to investigate and 
prosecute any violation of any federal law, other than a 
Class B or C misdemeanor, by any organization or 
individual, related to any application, appeal, or request 
for subsidy made to or considered by the United States 
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Department of Agriculture, for which Secretary of 
Agriculture Alphonso Michael (Mike) Espy and/or his 
Chief of Staff Ronald Blackley intervened in the 
application, approval, or review process. 

This application, together with accompanying evidentiary documents, was 

necessarily filed under seal, but since we wanted to be entirely above-board in our 

relations with DOJ, we simultaneously served a copy of the Application on DOJ. 

Not long afterward, DOJ filed a vigorous opposition to our Application, we then 

filed a reply, and there was a succession of other pleadings filed both by DOJ and 

us. These filings as a whole remain under seal, but at a later time the Special 

Division released redacted versions of some of them to the public. Copies of these 

unsealed pleadings are submitted as Exhibits 4A — Opposition of the United States 

to Application For Referral of Related Matter, filed February 20, 1996; 

4B - Office of Independent Counsel's Reply In Further Support of Its Application 

For Referral of Related Matter, filed February 26, 1996; and 4C — Order of the 

Special Division authorizing Independent Counsel Smaltz to make public previous 

sealed Order re jurisdiction, dated May 22, 1996. 

DOJ gave two reasons why it did not want our application to be 

granted. The first, they argued, was that the requested referral was not truly 

related to our jurisdictional mandate. The second was that DOJ would not 
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concede -- despite the clear wording of the statute — that the Special Division had 
the legal power to make such a referral without DOJ’s blessing. However, I am 
firmly of the view that the only real motivation behind DOJ’s opposition was the 
latter reason -- i.e., an attempt to keep the Special Division, and hence the 
independent counsel, from exercising too much independence from DOJ. In other 
words, DOJ wants to control the scope and direction of the Independent Counsel’s 
investigation. 

I draw the conclusion that DOJ did not really believe that the 

requested referral was unrelated to my jurisdiction for two reasons. The first is 

that the connection between the requested referral and my original jurisdiction 

should be quite obvious to an objective observer. Indeed, in considering our 

Application, the Special Division noted: 

In referring a related matter, this court is interpreting, but 
not expanding, the independent counsel’s original 
prosecutorial jurisdiction, thus permitting the court to 
make explicit the independent counsel’s jurisdiction over 
a matter that was implicitly included in the original grant 
of prosecutorial jurisdiction. 

In re Espy, 80 F. 3d 50 1 , 509 (D.C. Cir., Special Division for the Purpose of 
Appointing Independent Counsels, 1996), submitted as Exhibit 5. 
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The Special Division, in granting the referral, summarized the situation as follows: 

We conclude that 1C Smaltz has shown that the new 
matter is demonstrably related to the factual 
circumstances that gave rise to the Attorney General’s 
initial investigation and request for appointment of an 
independent counsel. He has identified evidence 
allegedly showing a pattern of conduct involving 
payments or gifts to Espy and his close associates in 
return for favorable treatment by the Department of 
Agriculture, which was developed during the IC’s 
original investigation of Secretary Espy’s acceptance of 
gifts from parties with business pending before the 
Department of Agriculture and which arose out of that 
investigation and is connected with it. 


Id. at 509. 


Likewise, in the Five A/ prosecution, the trial judge — The Honorable 

Thomas Penfield Jackson -- went so far as to review for himself the record put 

before the Special Division on the referral application, and concluded anew that 

the referral was entirely proper: 

[T]he court agrees that the Special Division acted within 
its authority, primarily because the Five M Farming case 
is “demonstrably related” to the Espy investigation 
[Independent Counsel] Smaltz was appointed to oversee. 

Morrison, 487 U.S. at 679 (establishing “demonstrably 
related” standard). The Court has reviewed in camera 
the evidence of relatedness before the Special Division, 
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and has no doubt that referral of this case did not 
impermissibly expand the Special Division’s original 
grant of jurisdiction. 

U.S. V. Five M Farming Enterprises, Order entered 10/28/96. (Submitted as 
Exhibit 6) 

The second reason why I do not believe that DOJ’s opposition to the 
referral had anything to do with how closely the matters were related was the 
contrasting situation in United States v. Tucker. In Tucker, a Whitewater 
prosecution brought against defendants not named in the original Whitewater 
mandate, DOJ itself made the referral, and then aggressively (and successfully) 
defended the referral all the way to the Eighth Circuit. I won’t go into the 
complicated Tucker facts here — they can be found at 78 F. 3d 1316 and 1319- 
1320 - but it is difficult if not impossible to perceive a principled basis upon 
which our requested referral could be opposed while the Tucker referral is 
supported. The only real distinction between the two is that DOJ made the Tucker 
referral but was bypassed in the decision-making process for our referral. 

Thus, the real reason for DOJ’s strident opposition to this referral 
appears to have been a turf war — it simply could not concede that the Special 
Division could make a referral of which it did not approve. DOJ was, in effect, 
trying to preserve an earlier decision of the Special Division, In re Olson, 818 F.2d 
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34, 47 (D.C. Cir., Special Division for the Purpose of Appointing Independent 
Counsel, 1 987), which had at least suggested the Special Division could not make 
a referral without DOJ’s acquiescence. However, following the Olson decision. 
Congress had amended section 594(e) expressly to establish that either DOJ or the 
Special Division could make such referrals. (The Special Division reviewed this 
legislative history at 80 F.3d 504 to 506). DOJ’s opposition thus was just an 
attempt to convince the Special Division not to exercise the power that Congress 
had affirmatively given it. 

As 1 have already indicated, the Special Division was unpersuaded, 
and it granted the referral. This was, I submit, in keeping with the whole 
philosophy of the independent counsel act, which after all is designed to minimize 
DOJ’s control over the independent counsels’ investigations. As Chief Judge 
Edwards of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals perceptively noted, “the ‘entire 
purpose’ of the independent counsel statute was to provide independence from the 
Executive Branch ....’’ {hire Charge of Judicial Misconduct or Disability, 39 
F.2d 374, 382 (emphasis in original). 

Nevertheless, although the referral was ultimately granted, DOJ’s 
refusal to refer — and its opposition to our application to the Special Division -- 
significantly delayed our efforts. Aside from the considerable delay involved in 
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clarifying our ability to proceed -- in excess of eight months -- DOJ’s opposition is 
continually raised by defendants as a means of resisting prosecutions. In both the 
Five M and the Blackley prosecutions, defendants vigorously argued against our 
jurisdiction to proceed, almost solely on the basis of DOJ’s opposition. Not 
surprisingly, the courts just as vigorously shot this defense down, but not without 
a considerable expenditure of time and resources on our part to defend the referral 
yet again. Indeed, as of today. Secretary Espy is actively opposing our pending 
prosecution of him on this very same ground, even though his indictment is totally 
unrelated to the referral. On November 5, 1997, Espy filed a motion to dismiss his 
Indictment for “Defects in the Institution of the Prosecution.” The motion is 
predicated on the claim that “the Special Division acted in violation of the Ethics 
In Government Act and exceeded the constitutional limits of the Special 
Division’s authority, by conferring additional prosecutorial jurisdiction upon the 
Independent Counsel over the objection of the Attorney General.” 

Defendant Blackley’s pretrial motion to dismiss his indictment on 
jurisdictional grounds gave the district court occasion to reflect on the need for the 
independence of the independent counsel. In denying Blackley’s motion to 
dismiss. Judge Lamberth stated, in his Memorandum Opinion filed November 12, 
1997 (copy submitted as Exhibit 7); 
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[I]f an Independent Counsel is supposed to operate as 
nothing more than the identical twin of the Department 
of Justice, with n2 permissible variance in prosecutorial 
discretion, then the need for the Independent Counsel 
structure becomes highly questionable. Underlying the 
Attorney General's decision to proceed under 28 U.S.C. 
§ 592 and invoke the Independent Counsel statute is a 
presumption that the executive branch is an ineffective 
prosecutor of high ranking federal executive officials 
and national campaign committee officers, and where 
conflicts of interest may affect the Department of 
Justice 's objective exercise of prosecutorial 
discretion .... For the Independent Counsel to play a 
meaningful role, he or she is necessarily expected to act 
in a manner different from, and sometimes at odds with, 
the Department of Justice .... (emphasis added). 


Id. at 15-16. 


Blackley claimed that his prosecution for false statements was 

contrary to DOJ polic)' \shich, according to him, proscribed prosecution of 18 

U.S.C. § 1001 violations unless the non-disclosure concealed significant 

underlying wrongdoing. He asserted that, under § 594(f)(1) of the Ethics in 

Government Act, an Independent Counsel is required to comply with the 

established policies of DOJ and, therefore, his prosecution was invalid. Judge 

Lamberth, in rejecting that claim, stated: 

The question ultimately presented by this challenge to 
the indictment is whether the charges against Ronald 
Blackle)’ present a case where adherence to DOJ policies 
would be inconsistent with the purposes of the 
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Independent Counsel statute, and therefore permissible 
under section 594(fXl)- The court’s answer is in the 
affirmative, as it is this court’s conclusion that these 
alleged violations of 18 U.S.C. § 1001, which involve 
either “knowing’’ or "willfid" false statements by 
Blackley, involve the type of ethically-based offenses 
which the section 594(f)(1) “to the extent possible ” 
exception anticipates. Therefore, the Independent 
Counsel may prosecute this case, even if said 
prosecution is contrary to the general prosecutorial 
policies of DOJ. 

In this court’s view, adherence to an executive branch 
policy that directs a prosecutor to not pursue 
indictments against executive branch employees for their 
criminal ethical violations is in direct contravention with 
the task with which an Independent Counsel is 
charged .... For this reason, to follow the policy of 
DOJ would be “inconsistent with the purposes of this 
chapter [the Independent Counsel statute]” and, 
therefore, departures from the policy are not only 
permissible, but expected. 

.... Potential criminal ethical violations that may be 
too. small to concern the Department of Justice are 
nonetheless properly within the purview of the 
Independent Counsel because the Independent Counsel 
is, in a sense, charged with the responsibility of ensuring 
that public officials have maintained the highest 
standards of ethical conduct. Following an executive 
branch policy concerning 18 U.S.C. § 1001 could 
prevent an Independent Counsel from performing the 
exact task that the executive branch, the Special 
Division, and by implication, the public, have asked him 
or her to perform, (emphasis added) 
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Although it lost the referral fight more than a year and a half ago, 
DOJ itself has been other than totally passive in this matter. Two recent 
articles — in the New York Times — have cited high DOJ officials as criticizing my 
office for pursuing these matters, in the larger context of disparaging statements 
that describe the current independent counsels as “overzealous amateurs who have 
tried repeatedly to expand jurisdiction,” and then attempting to blame them for 
Attorney General Reno’s decision whether or not to appoint an Independent 
Counsel in current matters. For example, the New York Times of November 25, 
1997 (Exhibit 8) reported: 

Ms. Reno’s unwillingness to seek an independent prosecutor in 
the campaign finance case appears to be shaped by her 
experiences -- almost all bad from her point of view — with other 
outside counsels appointed at her request since she took over in 
1993 .... 

[I]n recent years, top advisors to Ms. Reno have complained 
bitterly about the quality of independent prosecutors .... 

[Some Justice Department] officials regard four of the five 
independent prosecutors appointed under Ms. Reno as overzealous 
amateurs who have tried repeatedly to expand jurisdiction .... 

[S]ome lawyers who have worked with the Attorney General in 
recent years have said she seems to impose a higher standard as 
dissatisfaction with the counsels has increased. 
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These remarks are particularly unsettling because the overwhelming 
majority of the attorneys in the independent counsel offices are detailed from DOJ 
and the United States Attorney offices, and a significant portion of the remainder 
are former DOJ employees or AUSAs. Similarly, most of the investigators in the 
independent counsel offices are on detail from the FBI or other federal 
investigative agencies. Disparaging the quality of personnel in the independent 
counsel offices brings disrepute upon the Department of Justice and those 
enforcement services from which they are drawn. 

In a similar vein, the New York Times of November 29, 1 997 


reported; 


[Ajfter repeated clashes with independent prosecutors, Ms. 
Reno and her advisors have grown disillusioned with many aspects of 
the independent counsel law, say Justice Department officials, current 
and former. 

Ms. Reno’s disputes with independent prosecutors, waged 
largely in closed arguments and sealed court documents, are 
emerging as a sobering experience that is shaping her views .... 

Mr. Smaltz has aggressively urged Ms. Reno to broaden his 
jurisdiction since his appointment in 1994 .... He tangled with her 
once over whether he could expand his charter to investigate Tyson to 
see whether it had given unlawful gratuities to other officials. Ms. 
Reno barred a broader inquiry. 

(Submitted as Exhibit 9). 
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Finally, in addition to these recent news reports, the December 1, 

1997 New Yorker magazine article “Janet Reno, Alone,” which relies in part on 

interviews with the Attorney General and others at DOJ, states: “Reno, 

meanwhile, has quietly — and unsuccessfully -- made an effort to rein in some of 

those far flung prosecutions. Some suggest that this setback to Reno 's authority 

may be affecting her current decisions." (p. 45) (emphasis added). Such 

statements, coming as they do from federal prosecutors and apparently sanctioned 

at the highest level, are nothing less than shocking. They threaten to undermine 

not only the efforts of the independent counsels in the already difficult job of 

prosecuting public corruption, but also the fair administration of justice. 

Amazingly, these statements were made to the press at a time that 

allowed them to be published while the jury was hearing the Blackley case. The 

potentially devastating effect of such statements on the prosecution, had they been 

read by the jurors and given credence, is apparent. 

The Independent Counsel statute commands the Special Division, in 

defining an Independent Counsel’s scope of prosecutorial jurisdiction, to: 

assure that the Independent Counsel has adequate 
authority to fully investigate and prosecute the subject 
matter with respect to which the Attorney General has 
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requested the appointment of the Independent Counsel, 
and all matters related to that subject matter.” 

28 U.S.C. § 593(b)(3). The Special Division accepted verbatim the jurisdictional 

grant proposed by Attorney General Reno in her August 8, 1994 Application 

(Exhibit 1). In that Application, she specifically acknowledged: 

In order to ensure that prosecutive decisions are made 
without any possible appearance of conflict of interest, 
the Act places significant constraints on the 
Department ’s ability to exercise its customary 
prosecutorial discretion when investigating a person 
under the Act. The Department must apply for the 
appointment of an Independent Counsel whenever 
information in the Department’s possession presents a 
potential violation of federal criminal law other than a 
Class B or Class C misdemeanor or an infraction, and 
“there are reasonable grounds to believe that further 
investigation is warranted.” 28 U.S.C. § 592(c) .... It 
should be left to the Independent Counsel to exercise 
prosecutorial discretion and to determine whether 
additional investigation and/or prosecution is warranted 
in this matter, (emphasis added) 

Id. at p.4. 


Accordingly, the jurisdictional grant authorized me not only to 
investigate and prosecute whether Espy “committed a violation of any federal 
criminal law . . . relating in any way to the acceptance of gifts by him” from 
USDA-regulated individuals or companies, but also to investigate and prosecute 
other violations of any federal criminal laws “developed during [any] 
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investigation . . . and connected with or arising out of that investigation.” The 
Independent Counsel statute, § 594(e), authorized the procedure of applying to the 
Special Division; the courts have held that the Blackley prosecution was four- 
square within that jurisdictional mandate; and DOJ’s unwarranted efforts to 
control the scope and course of my investigation significantly delayed our 
investigation. 

Thank you. 

I would be pleased to answer any follow-up questions from the 

Committee. 


h'\data\dcs'.commitee.dcs 
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Mr. Burton. I’m going to have Mr. Bennett ask some questions, 
and then I’ll follow him. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Smaltz. Nice to see you here 
today. I think, for the record, I notice that you’ve brought four obvi- 
ously very hard-working members of your staff with you. I won- 
dered if you want an opportunity to introduce those people to us 
here today? 

Mr. Smaltz. Certainly. Immediately to my left is Charles Bakaly, 
who’s been with my office since I’ve been sworn in. Next to him is 
my right and left hand, Jan Drake. She is my personal secretary 
and who worked very hard to get this opening statement and the 
submitted statement typed. Next is Rocsoe Howard, one of our lead 
trial attorneys. Mr. Howard is a professor of law at the University 
of Kansas, and he has taken a sabbatical from there to come and 
work in my office on behalf of some prosecutions. And next to him 
is Nathan Muyskens, who is a young lawyer who worked in the 
Senate for a wMle and decided to come over and see how a prosecu- 
tor’s office functions and is doing a very, very fine job. 

Mr. Bennett. Welcome to all of you here. 

Mr. Smaltz, I don’t believe you and I ever met until today; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. 'That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. In fact, I think we’ve only spoken on the telephone 
maybe three times for I believe less than 10 minutes. Would that 
be an accurate statement? 

Mr. Smaltz. That’s accurate. 

Mr. Bennett. Have you been particularly politically active, sir, 
prior to arriving here today? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. 

Mr. Bennett. What political activity have you engaged in going 
back from college forward? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, when I was in college, I was president of the 
young Democrats. 

Mr. Bennett. You mean the young Republicans? 

Mr. Smaltz. No, I mean the young Democrats. I was a very, very 
die-hard Democrat for many years. And I had almost an apolitical 
political life outside of making an occasional contribution to one 
candidate or another. I have never sought any elected public office. 

Mr. Bennett. Have you ever held any appointive office in any 
Republican administration? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe Chairman Burton indicated that your 
wife is a judge in Los Angeles; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. She is. 

Mr. Bennett. And with respect to your professional background, 
Mr. Smaltz, I should note, in addition to the strong resume recited 
by chairman, that the Director of the FBI, as Mr. Lantos aptly 
notes, the very distinguished Director of the FBI Louis Freeh, paid 
you high compliments here early this morning. I’m not sure you 
heard those compliments, but he was quite complimentary of your 
outstanding reputation, and we are pleased to have you here. 

Mr. Smaltz. Glad to hear that. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Let me just go into the matter of your original ap- 
pointment by the Special Division of the U.S. Court of Appeals with 
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respect to the investigation of former Secretary of Agriculture 
Espy. 

Did you actively seek that appointment? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. I put my name in — my name had been put in 
consideration for — ^as a possible candidate for an indei^ndent coun- 
sel if the need would ever arise. I didn’t even know it was put in 
originally imtil I was subsequently told. I sent in my resume and 
sat back and waited, and the next thing I know, I got a call from 
the Special Division, who told me they were looking for someone 
to act as independent counsel in connection with the application 
the Attorney Gfieneral had filed. 

Mr. Bennett. And I believe that you have brought a series, I 
think, of nine exhibits with you here today; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, I would perhaps move that those 
exhibits, which I think are numbered Sm^tz 1 through 9, be made 
part of the record. 

Mr. Laittos. Does staff have authority to make motions at the 
committee, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Bennett. I will withdraw that, Mr. Lantos, and would note 
that the Chair ask that they be marked as exhibits. 

Mr. Lantos. I think it is appropriate to differentiate between the 
functions. I chose not to object to staff beginning the questioning, 
which I have felt all along is an inappropriate procedure, but there 
is a line beyond which you really transgress upon your position as 
staff attorney, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. And, Mr. Lantos, I meant no offense, and I apolo- 
gize to you, sir. 

Mr. BURTON. The Chair would note that, under the protocol 
which was passed by the committee early on, the chief counsel to 
the committee has the right to question for up to 30 minutes with 
the consent of the chairman. And you are correct, Mr. Lantos, how- 
ever, that he can’t make any kind of a motion like that. 

So I will make the motion that those be included in the record. 
And without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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UNZTCD STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE DZSTRZCT OF COLUMBZA CZRMC0 AUG 0 fi 1994 
ZEDEPEMDEHT COOMSEL OZVZSZOV 

RON ^VIN 

j CLERIC 

In ra ALraOMSO XICHAZL (XZKEl EBRT ) ^ Mo. 94.2 

AFPLICATIOM TO TEE COOKT PUSEDAMT TO at D.t.C. S 5t2 (e)(1) 
rOE THE XPPOIMTMEMT OF AM IMPEPB WDEWT COOMSEL 

In accordance with the Independent Counsel Reauthorization 
Act of 1994 ("the Act*] , I hereby apply for the appointnent of an 
Independent Counsel to investigate whether any violations of 
federal criminal law were committed by Secretary of Agriculture 
Alphonso Michael (Ml)ca) Espy, and to determine whether 
prosecution is warranted. 

Baetcround ■ On March 17, 1994, there was a press report 
that Tyson Foods, Inc., a major poultry processing corporation 
headquartered in Ar)cansas, was receiving lenient treatment from 
the Department of Agriculture on a num)>er of pending regulatory 
issues. The article also described a number of alleged 
gratuities recsived by Secretary Espy. Based on the article, the 
Department of Agriculture Office of Inspector General conducted 
an inquiry into the alleged gratuities, and subsequently, on 
April 19, 1994, referred to the Department of Justice allegations 
that Secretary Espy say have violated 21 D.S.C. S 622, the anti- 
gratuity provision of the Meat Inspection Act, by accepting gifts 
from Tyson Foods. 

At the time of the Department's receipt of these 
allegations, the Independent Counsel Act had not yet been 
reauthorized, following its lapse in December 1992. The 
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DapartMnt'a Fxibllc Integrity Section investigated the 
allegations. I bave rovlawed the investigative findings in light 
of the stricturss and procedures of the Act, as signed into law 
on June 30, 1994, and I conclude, within the seaning of the Act, 
that "there are reasonable grounds to believe that further 
investigation is warranted" of allegations that Secretary Espy 
violated a federal crlnlnal law other than a Class B or C 
nisdesaanor or an infraction.' 2S O.S.C. S S92(c) (1) (A) . 

Blfts Aeeested bv Secretary Benv . Investigation developed 
evidence that Secretary Espy accepted gifts fron Tyson Foods in 
the course of two separata trips, one to Arkansas in May 1993 and 
one to Taxas in January 1994. The gifts fall into the categories 
of sntartalnsent, transportation, lodging and seals. In total, 
the gifts anount to at least several hundred dollars in value. 

In addition to the alleged gifts fron Tyson Poods, the 
Dapartsent's investigation also included prelisinary reviews of 
other instances in which secretary Espy allsgedly received gifts 
fros organltatlons and individuals with business pending before 
the Dapartaent of Agriculture. 


' The Act porslta the Dapartsant to taka up to 30 days 
before cossancing a prelisinary investigation, 28 U.S.C. 

S 591(d)(2), and to conduct a pralislna^ Investigation for up to 
90 additional days before datarsining whether the appointaent of 
an Independent Counsel is required, id. s S92(a)(l). Bowaver, 
the Act does net require the Dapartaent to wait until the and of 
the 90-day prelisinary investigation period before seeking the 
appointaent of an Independent Counsel. In this ease, based upon 
the current status of the Oepartaant's investigation, tbs 
Departsent has concluded that the natter requires "turthsr 
investigation," within the aasnii^ of the Act, by an Independent 
Counsel. 
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Applleabl» 8t«tut««. Th« facts astablished by tha 
Departnant's Invastigation raprasant potantial violations by 
Sacratary Espy of 21 U.S.C. S 622 and 18 U.S.C. S 201(c). 

Titla 21, Unitad Statas Coda, Saction 622 is a strict anti- 
gratuity statuta which prohibits any Dapartaant of Agricultura 
anployaa or officar with raaponsibilitias undar tha Haat 
Inspaction Act froa accepting any gift froa any parson angaged in 
conaerca, without ragard to tha intant of tha donor or tha donaa. 
Subsaquant judicial intarpratation of this law, and a Maaorandua 
of Understanding reached between tha Dapartaant of Justica and 
the Dapartaant of Agriculture in July 1976, hava liaited soaawhat 
the broad sweep of the law. It is now claar that a gift does net 
violate the statuta if it is aotlvatad by a personal or faaily 
relationship, or if it is trivial in value, such as soft drinks, 
coffee, pencils and coffaa cups. Howavar, tha acceptance of non- 
trivial gifts of antartainaant, transportation, lodging and aaals 
by a Departoent of Agriculture official who has responslbllitlas 
under tha Meat Inspection Act, froa an entity that is subjaet to 
regulation by the Dapartaant of Agriculture, falls within tha 
purview of the statute. 

The other statute at issue is Title 18, United States Code, 
Saction 201(e) , the general gratuity statuta. Saction 201(c) 
requires proof that a gift was given for or because of official 
acts. Ho evidence has bean developed during the investigation 
suggesting that Secretary Espy accepted the gifts as a reward 
for, or in expectation of, his parforaanee of official acts. 
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However, under rhe Independent Counsel Act, the Department of 
Justice may not decline to seek the appointment of an independent 
counsel on the ground of a lack of evidence of the requisite 
state of Bind "unless there is clear and convincing evidence that 
the person lacked such state of Bind." 2S D.S.C. 

S 592(a) (2) (B){ii). 

Btrletures at the Act . In order to ensure that prosecutive 
decisions are made without any possible appearance of conflict of 
interest, the Act places significant constraints on the 
Department's ability to exercise its customary prosecutorial 
discretion when investigating a person under the Act. The 
Department must apply for the appointment of an Independent 
Counsel whenever information in the Department's possession 
presents a potential violation of federal criminal law other than 
a Class B or Class C misdameanor or an infraction, and "there are 
reasonable grounds to believe that further investigation is 
warranted." 28 U.S.C. S S92(c). The Act removes from the 
Department the power to use traditional investigative tools such 
as the grand jury to further develop the facts. Sia 28 D.S.C. S 
592(a) (2) (A) . It should be left to the Independent Counsel to 
exercise prosecutorial discretion and to determine whether 
additional investigation and/or prosecution is warranted in this 
matter. 

Attomer g eneral 's Binding. In light of the strictures and 
procedures of the Act, I hereby apply for the appointment of an 
Independent Counsel because I conclude, under the Act, that 
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"there are reasonable grounds to believe that further 
investigation is warranted* of allegations that Secretary Espy 
violated a federal crialnal law other than a Class B or C 
nisdeneanor or an infraction. 28 U.S.C. S 592 (c) (1) (A) . 

The Departnent of Justice is in possession of investigative 
materials and relevant documentation which it will make available 
to the Independent Counsel. 

Recommended Jnrladietion . Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

S 593 (b)(3), I recommend and request that the Special Division 
of the Court grant the Independent Counsel jurisdiction to 
investigate Secretary Espy's possible violation of federal 
criminal laws such as 21 U.S.C. $ 822 and 18 U.S.C. S 201, by 
accepting gifts from organizations or individuals regulated by 
the Deparbaent of Agriculture, and to determine whether 
prosecution is warranted. The Independent Counsel should be 
given all the power, authority and obligations outlined in 28 
U.S.C. S 594. In this connection, I have api>ended hereto a 
recommended statement of the scope of prosecutorial jurisdiction 
for the Independent Counsel. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Jana V Rene 
Rtt^aey aea< 


leral of the Dmitad Rtataa 


DATED 
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RECOMMENDED STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION OF INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 


The Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction and 
authority to investigate to the ■arlaua extent authorized by the 
Independent Counsel Reauthorization Act ot 1994 whether Alphonso 
Michael (Hike) Espy, Secretary of Agriculture, has comnitted a 
violation of any federal criminal law, other than a Class B or C 
misdemeanor or infraction, relating in any way to the acceptance 
of gifts by him from organizations or individuals with business 
pending before the Department of Agriculture. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction and 
authority to investigate other allegations or evidence of 
violation of any federal criminal law, other than a Class B or C 
misdemeanor or infraction, by any organization or individual 
developed during the Independent Counsel's investigation referred 
to above, and connected with or arising out of that 
investigation. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction and 
authority to Investigate any violation of 18 U.S.C. S 1826, or 
any obstruction of the due administration of justice, or any 
material falsa testimony or statement in violation of federal 
criminal law, in connection with any investigation of the matters 
described above. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction and 
authority to seek indictments and to prosecute any organizations 
or individuals involved in any of the matters described above, 
who are reasonably believed to have committed a violation of any 
federal criminal law arising out of such natters, including 
organizations or individuals who have engaged in an unlawful 
conspiracy or who have aided or abetted any federal offense. 

The Independent Counsel shall have all the powers and 
authority provided by the Independent Counsel Reauthorization Act 
of 1994. 
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oMirED sTXTsa conxT or xppexls 

FOR TSZ DltiTRZCT OF COLUMBIA CZBCUIT 


United States Ceuit of 

'w mi UftSiS:* Cf*imtili r 

FRED St? c ? 1994 


Division for ths Pxtrposs ot 
Appoincinq Indspandanc Counsals 


rtwii SARViN 

CLERK 


Ethics in Govamnant Act of 1978, As Amanded 


In ra; In ra Aiphonso Michaal Division Mo. 94-2 

(MiJta) Espy 

Ordar Appointing 
Indepandant Counsel 

Bafora: Ssmtzlli, Prmsiding, and BnnoA and Smxxb, Senior Circuit 
Judges . 

Upon consideration of tha a^lication of the Attorney General 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. $ S92(c)(l)(A) for tha appointment of an 
independent counsal with authority to axarcisa all tha power, 
authority and obligations sat forth in 28 U.S.C. S 594, to 
invastigata whether Aiphonso Michaal (KiXa) Espy, Secretary of 
Agriculture, has coaalttad a violation of any fadaral criainal law, 
other than a class B or C nisdaaaanor or infraction, relating in 
any way to tha acceptance of gifts by hia from organizations or 
individuals with business pending before the Department of 
Agriculture; it is 

ORDEKED by tha Court in accordance with the authority vested 
in it by 28 U.S.C. $ 593(b) that Donald C. Smaltz 

Esquire, of tha Pennsylvania and California bars, with offices at 
Snaltz k Anderson. 333 S outh Grand Ave. . Suita 3580. Los Angeles. 
California 90071. be and is hereby appointed Independent Counsel 
with full power, independent authority, and jurisdiction to 
investigate to the maximum extent authorized by the Independent 
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Counsel Reauthorization Act uz 1994 whether Alphonso Michael (Hikej 
Espy, Secretary of Agriculture, has conaitted a violation of any 
federal crininal law, other than a Class b or C misdeneanor or 
infraction, relating in any way to the acceptance of gifts by him 
from organizations or individuals with business pending before the 
Department of Agriculture. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction and authority 
to investigate other allegations or evidence of violation of any 
federal criminal law, other than a Class B or C misdemeanor or 
infraction, by any organization or individual developed during the 
Independent Counsel's investigation referred to above and connected 
with or arising out of that investigation. 

nie Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction and authority 
to investigate any violation of 2B D.S.C. S 1826, or any 
obstruction of the due administration of justice, or any material 
falsa testimony or statamant in violation of federal criminal law, 
in connection with any investigation of the matters described 
above. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction and authority 
to seek indictments and to prosecute any organizations or 
individuals involved in any of the matters described above, who are 
reasonably believed to have committed a violation of any federal 
criminal lav arising out of such matters, including organizations 
or Individuals who have engaged in an unlawful conspiracy or who 
have aided or abetted any federal offense. 

The Independent Counsel shall have all the powers and 
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authority providad by tha Indapandant Counsel Xaauthoriration'^Acc 
of 1994. It is 

fURTBER ORDERED by tha Court that tha Indapanoant counsai, <ts 
authorizad by 2S U.S.C. S 594, shall hava prosecutorial 
jurisdiction to fully invastlgata and prosacuta tha subject matter 
with raspact to which tha Attomay Canaral raquastad tha 
appointment of indapandant counsel, as hereinbefore sat forth, and 
"all matters and individuals whose acts may be related to that 
subject matter, inclusive of authority to investigate and prosecute 
federal crimes (other than those classified as Class B or C 
misdanaancra or infractions) that may arise out of the above 
described matter, including perjury, obstruction of justice, 
destruction of evidence, and intimidation of witnesses. 

It further appearing to the Court in light of the Attorney 
General's motion heretofore made for tha authorization of the 
disclosure of her application for this appointmsnt pursuant to 28 
U.S.C. S S92(a) and of tha ongoing public proceedings and interest 
in this aattsr, that it is in the best intsrasts of justice for tha 
identity and prosecutorial jurisdiction of the Independent Counsel 
to be disclosed, 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 


Per Curias 
For /tea Co)pt: 


Ron Garvin, Cleric 
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Independent Counsel Donald C. Smaltz 
In Re Secretary of Agriculture Espy 
(Appointed September 9, 1994) 

UPDATE OF PROSECUTORIAL MATTERS 

As of December 8, 1997 


I fcHAiKPj a aataattm 


Indictments, 
Information(s) and 
- Compiaint(s) 

Verdict/Charges 

1. James H. Lake 

Information: 10/23/95 

Guilty Plea: 10/25/95 

Court: Hon. Judge Ricardo M. 
Urbina-Washington, D.C. 

Guilty of one count of wire fraud relating to 
$5,000 illegal campaign contribution scheme 
and two counts of Federal Election Campaign 
Act (“FECA”) violations resulting from $4,000 
in illegal campaign contributions to Henry Espy 
for Congress. 

2. 5M Farming Enterprises, 
Inc., Brook K. Mitchell, Sr., 
and Brook K. Mitchell, Jr. 

Indictment: 5/22/96 

Guilty Plea Mitchell, Sr. and 

5M Farming: 11/13/96 

Court: Hon. Judge Thomas 
Penfleld Jackson- Washington, 
D.C. 

Guilty of one count of conspiracy to illegally 
obtain $770,000 in USDA subsidy payments, 
two counts of false statements to USDA and 
one count of false entries on USDA forms to 
illegally obtain the subsidy payments. 

3. Crop Growers Corporation 

Indictment: 5/30/96 

Nolo contendere 1/21/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Gladys 
Kessler-Washington, D.C. 

Guilty of one count of conspiracy to defraud 
Federal Election Commission (“FEC”) 
resulting from $46,000 in illegal campaign 
contributions to Henry Espy for Congress and 
one count violation of Foreign Corrupt 

Practices Act resulting from falsification of 
corporate books and records to conceal the 
illegal campaign contributions. 

4. John J. Hemmingson and 
Gary A. Black 

Indictment: 5/30/96 

Trial: 1/27/97 

Verdict: 2/13/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Gladys 
Kessler-Washington, D.C. 

Not auilr*' of one count of consniracv to 
defraud FEC resulting from $46,000 in illegal 
campaign contributions to Henry Espy for 
Congress and two counts of false statements to 
FEC to conceal the illegal campaign 
contributions. 


Sentencing/Appeal 


Sentencing: 1/16/98 


5M Farming Enterprises. 
Inc., Brook K. Mitchell. Sr. 
Sentencing: Not yet 
scheduled 

Brook K. Mitchell. Jr.: 1- 
yr. pretrial diversion 


Sentence: $2,000,000 fine 
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Indictments, 
Information(s) and 
Complaint(s) 

Verdict/Charges 

5. Sun-Diamond Growers of 
California 

Indictment: 6/13/96 

Trial: 9/9/96 

Verdict: 9/24/96 

Court: Hon. Judge Ricardo M. 
Urbina-Washington, D.C. 

Guilty of one count of providing illegal 
gratuities worth $14,287 to Secretary Espy and 
others, two counts of committing mail fraud 
resulting from $5,000 illegal campaign 
contribution scheme and five counts of making 
illegal campaign contributions to Henry Espy 
for Congress worth $4,000. Not guilty of one 
count of providing illegal gnuuity worth $3,100 
to Secretary Espy’s girlfriend; 

6. Alvarez Ferrouillet 

Indictment: 7/9/96 

Trial: 12/2/96 

Verdict: 12/19/96 

Court: Hon. Judge Edith 

Brown Clement-New Orleans, 
LA. 

Guilty of one count of interstate transportation 
of stolen property resulting from $20,000 
illegal campaign contribution to Henry Espy for 
Congress, seven counts of money laundering of 
the $20,000 illegal campaign contribution, and 
two counts of false statements to government 
agents to conceal source of the $20,000 illegal 
campaign contributions. 

7. John Hemmingson 

Indictment: 7/9/96 

Trial: 12/2/96 

Verdict: 12/19/96 

Court: Hon. Judge Edith 

Brown Clement-New Orleans, 
LA. 

Guilt\' of one count of interstate transportation 
of stolen property resulting from $20,000 
illegal campaign contribution to Henry Espy for 
Congress and two counts of money laundering 
of the $20,000 illegal campaign contribution. 

Not guilty of one count of money laundering of 
the $20,000 illegal campaign contribution. 

8. Alvarez Ferrouillet, 

Municipal Healthcare 
Cooperative, Inc and 

Ferrouillet & Ferrouillet 

Indictment: 7/9/96 

Transferred: 1 1/6/96 

Guilty Plea; 2/24/97 

Court: Hon. Judge L.T. 

Senter, Jr.-Oxford, MS 

Guiln- of one count of conspiracy to make false 
. statements to federally insured bank to induce 
and extend repayment deadline on $75,000 loan 
' and to make false statements to FEC to conceal 
$46,000 in illegal campaign contributions to 
Henry Esp>- for Congress and five counts of 
false statements to a federally insured bank. 


SentenciDg/ Appeal 


Sentence: $1.5 Million 
fine; 5 yrs. probation 
w/special conditions 

-Def. appealing conviction 

-Appeal not yet under 
submission to D.C. Circuit 
Court of Appeals 

Sentence: One year 
imprisonments 10,000 fine 

•Def. appealing conviction 

-OIC appealing sentence 

-Appeal not yet under 
submission to Fifih Circuit 
Court of Appeals 

Sentence: One year 
imprisonment; $30,000 
fine; $20,000 restitution 

-Def. appealing 
conviction 

-OIC appealing sentence 

-Appeal not yet under 
submission to Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals 

Ferrouillet sentencing 
consolidated with no. 6 
above; 

Municipal Healthcare 
Sentence: 5-year term of 
inactive probation , and 

Ferrouillet & Ferrouillet 
Sentence: $10,000 fine 
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Indictments* 
Information(s) and 
Complaint(s) 

Verdict/Charges 

9. Henry Espy 

Indictment: 7/9/96 

Transferred: 11/6/96 

Trial: 2/24/97 

Judgment: 3/4/97 

Court: Hon. Judge L.T. 

Senter, Jr.-Oxford, MS. 

Not ffiiiltv of one count of con.soiracv to make 
false statements to federally insured bank to 
induce and extend repayment deadline on 
S7S,000 loan and to make false statements to 
FEC to conceal $46,000 in illegal campaign 
contributions to Henry Espy for Congress and 
not guilty of live counts of false statements to a 
federally insured bank. 

10. Jack L. Williams 

Indictment: 9/1 7/96 

Trial: 3/17/97 

Verdict: 3/21/97 

Defense Motion For New 

Trial Granted: 6/4/97 

Court: Hon. Judge James 
Robertson- Washington, D.C. 

Guilty of two counts of false statements to 
government agents concealing knowledge of 
(1) gratuities worth Si, 1 19 given to Secretary 
Espy and others, (2) scholarship to Secretary 
Espy's girlfriend and (3) nature of his 
relationship with Secretary Espy and girlfriend. 

1 1 . Richard Douglas 

Indictment: 10/16/96 

Trial: 10/28/97 

Verdict: 11/24/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Thelton E. 
Henderson-San Francisco, CA 

Guilty of one count of providing gratuities 
worth $7,600 to Secretary Espy and others. 

Hung jury on one count of providing gratuity 
worth $3,100 to Secretary Espy’s girlfriend. 

Not guilty of one count mail fraud violations 
relating to $5,000 illegal campaign contribution 
scheme and five counts of FECA violations 
resulting from $4,000 in illegal campaign 
contributions. 

12. Norris J. Faust, Jr. 

Indictment: 11/19/96 

Trial: 2/12/97 

Verdict: 2/14/97 

Court: Hon. Judge William H. 
Barbour, Jr.-Jackson, MS 

Not Builtv of three counts of neriurv before a 
Federal Grand Jury concealing the 
circumstances surrounding the change in a 
Mississippi state USDA regulation in 1993. 

13. Ronald H. Blackley 

Indictment: 4/22/97 

Trial: 11/17/97 

Verdict: 12/1/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Royce C. 
Lamberth- Washington, D.C. 

Guilty of three counts of false statements to 
government agencies to conceal receipt of 
$22,025 from prohibited sources while serving 
as Secretary Espy’s Chief of Staff. 


Sentencing/ Appeal 


Sentencing; To be 
scheduled 


Sentencing: 2/12/98 
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Indictments, 
Information(s) and 
Complaint(s) 

Verdict/Charges 

Sentencing/Appeal 

14. Smith Barney, Inc. 

Complaint: 7/29/97 

Settlement Agreement: 

7/29/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Thomas A. 
Flannery-Washington, D.C. 

Liable for procuring a breach of a fiduciary 
duty and interference with Secretary Espy's 
agency relationship with the USDA and the 
Executive Branch and unlawfully 
supplementing the salary of a federal 
government official with gift of $2,200 ticket to 
Super Bowl to Secretary Espy. 

Fine: $1,050,000 


Indictments 


15. Richard Douglas 

Indictment: 10/16/96 
Trial: To Be Scheduled 
Court: Hon. Judge Thelton E. 
Henderson-San Francisco, CA 


16. Alphonso Michael Espy 

Indictment: 8/27/97 
Trial; To Be Scheduled 
Court: Hon. Judge Ricardo M. 
Urbina*Washington, D.C. 


17. Jack L. Williams 

Superseding Indictment: 9/30/97 
Trial: 2/2/98 

Court: Hon. Judge James 
Robertson-Washington, D.C. 


Charged with nine counts of wire fraud resulting from false statements on 
$416,000 mortgage application. 


Charged with twelve counts of deprivation of honest services by mall and 
wire fraud, thirteen counts of accepting gratuities worth $25,458, three 
counts of accepting gifts in violation of Meat Inspection Act worth 
$4,221, five counts of traveling in interstate commerce to violate Meat 
Inspection Act and federal gratuity statute, one count of false statements 
to USDA regarding travel involving gifts received from prohibited 
sources, one count of directing a subordinate to falsify travel itinerary in 
response to request from USDA investigators, one count of false 
statements to government agents concealing source of gifts, two counts of 
false statements resulting from failure to disclose $12,752 in gifts on 
financial disclosure form, and one count of false statements to the Office 
of the President concealing gifts received. 


Charged with two counts of violating Meat Inspection Act by providing 
S 1 ,2 1 6 in gifts to Secretary Espy and others and 
two counts of false statements to government agents concealing his 
knowledge ( I ) of gifts worth $1,1 19 for Secretary Espy and others, (2) 
scholarship to Secretary' Espy’s girlfriend, and (3) nature of his 
relationship with Secretary Espy and girlfriend. 



















Indictment 


Charges 


Status of Appeal 


18. Richard Douglas Two counts of false statements to federal agents 

concealing nature of relationship with Secretary 
Indictment: 1 0/16/96 Espy and source of tickets for Secretary Espy to 

Charges Dismissed by Court: attend NBA Championship Game. 

4/2/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Thelton E. 

Henderson-San Francisco, CA 


Under submission to 
Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals 
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Uni^ StatK Cgurt of Appeals 

IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEAteffieOisfrict of Columbia Circuit 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIROUIT^ 

... ^ , HIED FEB ? 0 1996- 

Division for uie Purpose of 
Appointing Independent Counsels 

CLERK 


> 

) Division No. 94-2 

) 

) 

) 

) 


OPPOSITION OF THE UNITED STATES TO APPLICATION FOR 
REFERRAL OF RELATED MATTERS 

The United States of America hereby opposes the Application 
by Independent Counsel Donald C. Smaltz for referral of certain 
matters pursuant to 28 U.S.C. S 594(e), the referral provision of 
the Independent Counsel Reauthorization Act of 1994 (the Act) 
First, the matters involved here are not "related" to 
Mr. Smaltz 's prosecutorial jurisdiction within the meaning of 
section 594(e). This Court appointed Mr. Smaltz to investigate 
whether former Secretary of Agriculture Alphonso Michael Espy 
"committed a violation of any federal criminal law . . . relating 
in any way to the acceptance of gifts by him from organizations 
or individuals with business pending before the Department of 
Agriculture." Under section 594(e), additional matters can be 
referred to Mr. Smaltz as "related" if they are necessary to 
support Investigation of this core jurisdiction or when they are 
factually intertwined with the events underlying his core 
jurisdiction. The matters as to which Mr. Smaltz now seeks 


’ The Independent Counsel Reauthorization Act of 1994 is 
codified at 28 U.S.C. SS 591-599. 


IN RE ALPHONSO MICHAEL 
(HIKE) ESPy 
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referral — alleged fraud by two farmers in connection with farm 
subsidy applications — do not meet this test. They are not 
factually intertwined with his core jurisdiction, but are 
factually distinct. Furthermore, Mr. Smaltz's contention that he 
should be permitted to prosecute these matters because they will 
permit him to advance his underlying investigation is based 
solely on conjecture. A section 594(e) referral based on this 
rationale requires clear factual support, not mere speculation. 

Second, to avoid constitutional issues of Separation of 
Powers, section 594(e) should be read to require the concurrence 
of the Attorney General before this Court will refer matters to 
an independent counsel. Any contrary interpretation would raise 
grave constitutional questions of Separation of Powers, by 
transferring fundamental Executive Branch functions to the 
Judicial Branch, and would undercut the )cey premise based upon 
which the Supreme Court sustained the Independent Counsel Act in 
Morrison v. Olson . 487 U.S. 654 (1988). Furthermore, this 
Court's decision in In re Olson . 818 F.2d 34 (D.C. Cir. 1987), 
particularly when read in light of the Supreme Court's decision 
in Morrison , makes clear that the concurrence of the Attorney 
General is required. In this case, it is the conclusion of the 
Attorney General that the matters at issue are not related to the 
jurisdiction of Mr. Smaltz, but are instead matters that can and 
should be pursued by the Department of Justice. 
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BTATEMEMT 

Following the application of the Attorney General for the 

appointment of an independent counsel, this Court on September 9, 

1994, appointed Mr. Smaltz as Independent Counsel to investigate; 

whether Alphonso Michael (Mike) Espy, Secretary of 
Agriculture, has committed a violation of any federal 
criminal law, other than a Class B or C misdemeanor or 
infraction, relating in any way to the acceptance of 
gifts by him from organizations or individuals with 
business pending before the Department of Agriculture. 

The Court further gave Mr. Smaltz jurisdiction to; 

prosecute the subject matter with respect to which the 
Attorney General requested the appointment of 
independent counsel, as hereinbefore set forth, and all 
matters and individuals whose acts may be related to 
that subject matter, inclusive of authority to 
investigate and prosecute federal crimes . . . that nay 
arise out of the above described matter, including 
perjury, obstruction of justice, destruction of' 
evijlence, and intimidation of witnesses. 

In addition, since the appointment of Mr. Smaltz, on its own 


initiative the Department of Justice has referred three related 



^ Independent Counsel Smaltz notified this Court of his 
acceptance of this referral by letter dated October 14, 1994. 


Independent Counsel Smaltz did not Balce a formal request to 
the Attorney General for referral of the matters now at issue. 
Instead, prior to the filing of the present Application, 
representatives of the Independent Counsel's Office met with 
representatives of the Justice Department's Criminal Division, 
informally described the facts now before the Special Division, 
and asked for the Department's views as to whether these were 
related matters that could be referred to Mr. Smaltz. The Office 
of Independent Counsel was informally advised that, because its 
explanation of why these allegations were related to^the 
underlying investigation appeared to be based solely on 
speculation and conjecture, referral as a related matter pursuant 
to section 594(e) likely would be inappropriate, ancU that the 
matter instead should be handled by the Departmeri1S*(a#N9Justice. 

As it has.with respect to other matters, it was made clear that 
the Department would cooperate with Mr. Smaltz and would inform 
him should the investigation of this matter develop any 
information relevant to his inquiry. 

Thereafter, without formally requesting that the Attorney 
General refer this matter to him, Mr. Smaltz filed the 
Application now under consideration by this Court, seeking 
referral pursuant to 28 u.S.c. $ S94(e) of the following matters: 

’ Independent Counsel Smaltz notified this Court of his 
acceptance of this referral by letter dated November 10, 1994. 
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The jurisdiction and authority to investigate and 
prosecute any violation of any federal law, other than 
a class B or C aisdeneanor, by any organization or 
individual, related to any application, appeal, or 
request for subsidy made to or considered by the United 
States Department of Agriculture, for which Secretary 
of Agriculture Michael Espy and/or his Chief of Staff 
Ronald Blackley intervened in the application, 
approval, or review process. 

Application at 4. 


The referral sought by Independent Counsel Smaltz is 
improper for two reasons. First, the matters at issue are not 
"related" to his original jurisdiction, as required for referral 
under 28 U.S.C. S S94(e). Second, to avoid constitutional 
infirmities, section 594(e) should be interpreted to require the 
concurrence of the Attorney General before the Court ban refer a 
matter . 

I. THE REQUEST DOES NOT CONCERN A "RELATED MATTER " 

AMD THUS CAMMOT BE REFERRED 
TO INDEPEMDEMT CqPMSEL SMALTZ BY THIS COURT 

A. The Jurlsdletlan of an independent counsel is Limited: 
An Independent counsel holds a unique office within the federal 
government. His power is at once extraordinarily broad, in that 
he is entitled to exercise "all investigative and prosecutorial 
functions and powers of the Department of Justice," 28 U.S.C. 

S 594 (a), and simultaneously sharply limited in scope. In the 
words of the Supreme Court, "(n]ot only is the Act itself 
restricted in applicability to certain federal officials 
suspected of certain serious federal crimes, but an independent 
counsel can only act within the scope of the jurisdiction that 
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has been granted by the Special Division pursuant to a request by 
the Attorney General." Morrison v. Olson . 487 O.S. at 672. 

Thus, the Act contemplates that an independent counsel will 
exercise vast power but within an extremely narrow scope; any 
steps taken must be validated by reference to his original 
jurisdictional mandate. He is not an ordinary federal 
prosecutor, free to explore wherever the evidence might lead. 

The statutory system that removes day-to-day responsibility 
for investigation and prosecution of federal crimes from the 
realm of the Department of Justice is an extraordinary procedure 
designed to address a difficult but limited problem: the 
apparent conflict of interest that would exist should the 
Department seek to investigate allegations against high-level 
Executive Branch officials. As this Court has observed, "The 
highly limited duties of the Independent Counsel are 'fixed 
according to sense and the inherent necessities of the 
governmental [problem].' See Hampton i Co. v. United States . 276 
U.S. 394, 405-406 (1928)." In re Olson . 818 F.2d 34, 44 (D.C. 
Cir. 1987). 

As this Court and others have recognized, there are 
substantial constitutional pitfalls in and practical drawbacks to 
permitting an Independent counsel to investigate any matter — 
risks both to the federal criminal justice system and to 
individuals. In the words of this Court; 

The legislative history of the Act demonstrates 
that Congress appreciated the unique nature of the 
Independent Counsel office it created and the dangers 
the law posed to all touched by an investigation. The 
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critical feature of the Act is that an independent 
counsel, because he investigates high ranking members 
in the Executive Branch, has a very large measure of 
independence from the executive. 

This Court went on to quote the legislative history, which 

identified the same problem: 

One of the serious problems with the appointment of a 
truly independent special prosecutor [*] is that there 
is no one [except, in limited circumstances, the court] 
supervising the activities of the special prosecutor. 
liUierent in such a situation is the possibility of a 
runaway prosecutor or a special prosecutor who does not 
bring the prosecutions that should be brought. 

In re Sealed Motion . 880 F.2d 1367, 1370 (D.C. Cir. 1989) (quoting 

S. Rep. No. 170, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. 70 (1977) (1977 Senate 


Report) ) . Acceptance of the risks posed by the independent 
counsel procedure is only justified by the conflict of interest 
that would otherwise exist. The rationale necessary to support 
this extraordinary procedure weakens and eventually crumbles when 
the investigation wanders from its focus on the person covered by 
the provisions of the Act. 

The limited scope of an independent counsel's jurisdiction 
is thus of central importance to the statutory scheme. An 
independent counsel's investigative and prosecutorial authority 
is built around a core jurisdiction, which is the "subject matter 
with respect to which the Attorney General has requested the 
appointment of the Independent counsel," 28 U.S.C. S 593(b)(3). 
These are the particular allegations involving a covered person 


*The original title "special prosecutor" was changed to 
"independent counsel" in the course of the 1982 Reauthoritation 
of the Act. 
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that were the focus of the preliminary investigation that led to 
the appointment of the independent counsel. Depending on the 
nature of the allegations, as well as the number of subjects and 
their alleged roles, that core jurisdiction can be very broad, 
involving a number of institutions and individuals and their 
dealings with each other over a period of time, as was the case 
with the Iran/Contra Investigation, or it can be quite narrow, as 
is the matter entrusted to Independent Counsel Smaltz. 

In addition, when this Court is defining the original 
jurisdiction of a newly appointed independent counsel, the 
statute directs this Court to describe his or her authority 
broadly enough to cover "related matters,” but only to the extent 
necessary to ensure that the independent counsel has "adequate 
authority to fully investigate and prosecute the subject matter 
with respect to which the Attorney General has requested the 
appointment of the independent counsel." 28 U.S.C. S 593(b)(3). 
"Related matters" covered by this Court's original grant of 
jurisdiction thus include such matters as the possible 
participation of suspected coconspirators, efforts by the subject 
of the investigation to hide or disguise participation in the 
alleged crime, and additional potential crimes arising from the 
same facts described in the Attorney General's request for 
appointment, such as a tax violation arising from a bribe that is 
the subject of the referral. 

B. Statutory rramework for Referral of Related Matters: 

Following appointment of an independent counsel, the statute also 
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recognizes that additional “related natters" may arise that will 
need to be and appropriately should be handled by the independent 
counsel. The procedures established by Congress for referral of 
these additional “related matters" are based on a recognition 
that there is no clearcut boundary demarcating a criminal 
investigation; the borders are hazy and may require adjustment as 
an investigation progresses. See United States v. Wilson . 26 
F.3d 142, 148 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (" [s] ince the relationship between 
ongoing DOJ investigations and QIC inquiries may not be apparent 
from the very beginning of any given investigation, the Act 
provides a mechanism through which the OIC and the DOJ may 
clarify and fine-tune their respective jurisdictions," citing 
section 594 (e)). The statute recognizes and the Department 
agrees that in order to fully investigate and prosecute the core 
offense — the particular allegation against the covered person 
that led to the appointment of the independent counsel — the 
independent counsel must have some authority to inquire into and 
perhaps even prosecute other allegations against other 
individuals. 

The provision regarding referral of related matters is 
section 594(e), which provides in pertinent part: 

(e) Referral of other matters to an independeot 
counsel. — An independent counsel may as)4 the Attorney 
General or the division of the court to refer to the 
independent counsel matters related to the independent 
counsel's prosecutorial jurisdiction, and the Attorney 
General or the division of the court, as the case may be, 
may refer such matters. 
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Although section 594(e) does not define "related," 

assessment of whether a particular matter is "related" to an 

independent counsel's core Jurisdiction should be informed by 

Congress's use of the same term in section 593(b)(3), which 

directs this Court to define an independent counsel's original 

jurisdiction broadly enough to ensure that he or she is able to 

"fully investigate and prosecute" his or her core jurisdiction. 

Moreover, even if a matter is "related" to an independent 

counsel's jurisdiction, the Attorney General is vested with 

discretion in determining whether it should be referred. The 

statute uses the permissive auxiliary "may" rather than "shall," 

and the legislative history na)ces it clear that the provision is 

intended to permit a flexible, cooperative accommodation between 

an independent counsel and the Department on matters outside an 

independent counsel's core jurisdiction: 

The Committee expects that there will have to be 
coordination between the special prosecutor and the 
Attorney General to sort out the jurisdiction of the 
special prosecutor as it relates to the ongoing 
investigations of the Department of Justice. If these 
adjustments require the referral of related matters 
from the Department of Justice to the special 
prosecutor, there is no need to involve the division of 
the court other than to inform the division of the 
court that such an arrangement has been reached. 

1977 Senate Report at 68-69. The Senate Report later points out, 

"As was discussed with respect to section 594(e), there will have 

to be a certain amount of coordination and cooperation between a 

special prosecutor and the Department of Justice so that the 

lines of jurisdiction between the Department and the special 

prosecutor are clear and adequately encompass any peripheral 
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matters related to the special prosecutor's jurisdiction." Ijj- 
at 76. 

Congress's prediction was correct. Over the years, the 
Department of Justice has on many occasions analyzed requests for 
referral of related matters and decided whether referral would be 
appropriate. The Department carefully weighs all such requests, 
giving great deference to the views of the independent counsel. 
Each matter under consideration for referral is assessed on its 
own merits, to determine whether it is necessary to support the 
independent counsel's Investigation of his core jurisdiction, or 
whether the matter is so intricately intertwined with the 
prosecutorial jurisdiction of the independent counsel that it 
cannot reasonably be handled by the Department of Justice. 

In the vast majority of cases, the relationship of the 
matter to the independent counsel's investigation has been self- 
evident. In such cases, the Department has been able either to 
grant the independent counsel's request, or to work out a 
mutually acceptable resolution, such as handling a matter 
jointly, see , e.o. . Wilson . 26 F.3d at 151 (joint prosecution), 
or retaining responsibility for handling the matter but keeping 
the independent counsel fully informed as to its progress. The 
Department has no desire to delay or disrupt any independent 
counsel investigation, as evidenced by its substantial record of 
cooperation and referring related matters when appropriate to 
Mr. Smaltz and to other independent counsels. 



However, it is the Attorney General's concurrent 
responsibility not to abdicate the Department's obligation to 
handle all federal criminal investigations, unless a particular 
investigation should be handled by an independent counsel. It is 
that responsibility that the Department is fulfilling here. 

C. These Matters are Mot Related to Mr. Smalts 's 
Jurisdiction: Independent Counsel Smalts has an important, but 
limited, assignment. His mandate, as requested by the Attorney 
General and granted by this Court, is to investigate whether 
former Secretary Espy committed a federal criminal violation 
"relating in any way to the acceptance of gifts by him from 
organisations or individuals with business pending before the 

Department of Agriculture." 

<« 

Mr. Smalts has now requested that this Court vastly expand 
that specific and limited assignment -- both as to scope and to 
persons. He requests that the Court give him authority to 
investigate and prosecute any criminal violation "by any 
organisation or individual, related to any application, appeal, 
or request for subsidy made to or considered by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, for which Secretary of Agriculture 
Michael Espy and/or his Chief of Staff Ronald BlacJcley intervened 
in the application, approval, or review process." 



On its face, then, Hr. Smaltz's requested referral goes far 
beyond the two specific natters he describes and clains are 


’ Because Hr. Snaltz is conducting his investigation 
independently from the Department of Justice, we have limited 
independent knowledge of the underlying facts he represents to 
this Court, and thus, for purposes of this Opposition, accept the 
facts Hr. Snaltz sets out in his request. 
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"related." His request would be improper for that reason alone, 
if no other. But even a more narrowly drawn request would not 
pass the relatedness tM^ of section 594 (e). 



4 



Such speculation, in: the view of the Department of Justice, 
is not enough. Before the normal wheels of justice can be 
derailed by referring a potential criminal case to an independent 
counsel, the Attorney General should be satisfied that the case 



(O’ suen'allegation would have to be referred to 
he Department of Justice fpr a determination of how it should be 

handled. 

^ ~~~ >28 U.S.C. 

591(b) (7) , and the Ihdependent Couns el" Act n o longer is 
trigger ed by allegations against him. 

such a 

matter would in the ordinary course be handled by the Department. 
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directly relates to the natter within the jurisdiction of the 
independent counsel, or is necessary to advance resolution of the 
natter that has been entrusted for handling to the independent 
counsel.' If an Independent counsel could assune control over 
crlninal natters otherwise entrusted to the Dcpartnent of Justice 
nerely by conjecture about what night be discovered if granted 
pemisslon to explore such natters, there would exist no 
principled Units to an independent counsel's jurisdiction and 
unbridled power.' 


' He note that even if this natter arguably were a related 
matter, it is within the Attorney General's discretion to 
detemlne whether referral is appropriate in light of all the 
circumstances; the statute provides that she "may" refer such 
matters to the independent counsel, but does not mandate 
referral. The legislative history expressly recognizes that 
there nay be "peripherally related” natters as to which 
jurisdiction will have to be "sorted out" between the Department 
and the independent counsel. 1977 Senate Report at 69. There 
may well be practical concerns why such a matter should be 
handled by the Department rather than by an independent counsel, 
see infra at 36-38, or vice versa, and the Act permits the 
Attorney General to take such concerns into account in 
determining whether referral in each case is appropriate. 

' Critics of the Independent Counsel Act have repeatedly 
expressed concern over the significant potential for abuse of 
power by an independent counsel. They have observed that the 
absence of the normal checks on conduct and exercise of 
discretion that are built into the organizational structure of 
the Department of Justice invites potential problems. As 
emphasized by the Congress that originally passed the Act in 
1978, "the prosecutorial jurisdiction of the special prosecutor 
is one of the most important devices for the control of the 
special prosecutor and the accountability of such a special 
prosecutor." 1977 Senate Report at 56. The expansive view of the 
jurisdiction of an independent counsel advocated by Hr. Smaltz 
would virtually elininate that protection, as it would permit the 
independent counsel to bring the full power of federal law 
enforcement to bear, unrestrained by effective supervision or 
budgetary constraints, wherever his or her speculation might 
lead. 
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A decision to grant an independent counsel authority to 
investigate individuals who are not covered persons for crimes in 
which the covered person did not participate is at the outer 
limits of the underlying rationale for the independent counsel's 
appointment; while proper in appropriate cases, such grants of 
authority should be invoked with care and based on a firm factual 
showing.* At the very least, approval of a referral of related 
matters based on this rationale should be firmly based in a 
factual showing supporting a conclusion that the particular 
individual whom the independent counsel seeks to investigate will 
be able to provide substantial information concerning the subject 
of the investigation — here, alleged illegal gifts to former 
Secretary Espy. 

When the request concerns an individual who is twice removed 
from the core jurisdiction, as is the case here, that solid 
foundation in investigative facts should be clearer still. 
Otherwise, there are no logical or principled limits on the 
jurisdiction of an independent counsel. He is simply granted a 
roving license to prosecute any individual whose path may have 
crossed that of the covered person -- and all individuals in turn 
connected to that individual — in hope that if criminal charges 
can be brought, these individuals may have some relevant 


’ Cf . . United States v. Tucker . 898 F.Supp. 654 (E.D. Ark. 
1995) (appeal pending) . Although we do not agree with the 
conclusion reached by the district court in Tucker that such 
matters are per se unrelated and cannot under any circumstances 
be referred to an independent counsel, we recognize the 
legitimacy of the concern expressed by that court over the 
potential for abuse posed by such referrals. 
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information that they can be persuaded to offer. A wide range of 
persons would thus be swept within the potential scope of an 
independent counsel's prosecutorial jurisdiction simply because 
they are friends, neighbors, family members or business 
acquaintances of the subject of the independent counsel's 
investigation . 

This does not mean, of course, that any information 
Hr. Sraaltz develops cannot be pursued. He represents that he has 
evidence of a fraud against the government committed by two 
farmers in Mississippi. The Department is always interested in 
specific, credible evidence of federal crimes, and stands ready 
to investigate and, if appropriate, prosecute any such offenses. 
Furthermore, as is routinely done in such matters, if these 
farmers have in fact committed federal crimes warranting 
prosecution,'" and their cooperation can be obtained, we would 
Infozna the independent counsel and afford him the opportunity to 
interview the farmers, so that he can seek to add some substance 
to what is now only speculation. Cooperation on such matters 
between the Department and independent counsels is routine and 
has a long and successful history. 

D. Mr. smalts 's request doss not come within the factors 
outlined la the Tucker amicus brief: Citing the Department of 
Justice's amicus brief in the appeal of United States v. Tucker . 
898 F.Supp. 654 (E.O. Ark. 1995), Mr. Smaltz attempts to persuade 

He can express no view on the merits of the case 
Mr. Smaltz claims to have developed until we have reviewed the 
investigative record. 
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this Court that there exist Justice Department "guidelines" 
concerning referral of related matters. He contends that these 
guidelines consist of "eight factors" that are to be "weighed in 
deciding whether a natter is related to an independent counsel’s 
prosecutorial jurisdiction," and that his request meets that 
test. Application at 3, 20-21. In fact, there are no fixed 
"guidelines" governing referral of related matters, and the 
Department does not "weigh eight factors" in deciding whether to 
refer such matters. Rather, each request is analyzed 
individually, on its ovr. merits, with all the unique 
circumstances of the particular investigation and its needs taken 
into account. 

In Tucker . the independent counsel obtained jurisdiction 
over the defendant by referral as a related matter from the 
Attorney General. That referral was later confirmed by an Order 
of this Court granting the independent counsel jurisdiction. 
Nevertheless, the defendant sought dismissal of the charges 
against him, arguing that the allegations against him were not 
related, and that the referral was not proper. The Department of 
Justice entered the litigation as amicus, arguing that the 
district court lacked jurisdiction to consider a challenge to the 
discretionary decision by the Attorney General to refer a related 
matter to an independent counsel." 

" The district court in Tucker rejected the arguments both 
of the Attorney General and of the independent counsel, and 
dismissed the indictment. That holding is currently on appeal. 
The holding of the district court, if followed here, would bar 
referral of the matters sought by Mr, Smaltz. Taking an 
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In the course of its amicus brief, the Department explained 
why it would be impractical and inappropriate for the court to 
attempt to revisit, long after the original decision had been 
made, the discretionary determination by the Attorney General 
that referral was warranted. Such review, it was suggested, 
would require the district court, in the context of an open 
adversary proceeding, to delve into the details of the 
investigative strategy of the independent counsel, and would 
involve second-guessing the Attorney General on her assessment of 
whether and how investigation of a related matter would in the 
future facilitate an independent counsel in the investigation of 
the matters encompassed by the core jurisdiction. To illustrate 
how difficult and inappropriate such a reassessment would be, the 
Department described for the district court several of the myriad 
factors that might be considered by the Attorney General in 
deciding whether a particular matter should be referred. 

This sampling of factors, misdescribed by Hr. Smaltz as a 
set of "guidelines," is by no means a "test" which results in 


extremely narrow view of what can be considered "related," the 
district court concluded that since the defendants were not among 
those named in the independent counsel's original grant of 
jurisdiction and the conduct described in the indictment was not 
part of the original grant of jurisdiction, the matter could not, 
by definition, be "related." 

Although this Court should deny Hr. Smaltz 's request, it 
should not be for the reasons articulated in Tucker . Tucker was, 
we believe, wrongly decided. The concept of related matters, 
though not nearly so boundless and far-ranging as Hr. Smaltz 
would suggest, is considerably more flexible and responsive to 
the needs of a criminal investigation than the Tucker court was 
willing to recognize. 



115 


20 

automatic referral If a certain percentage of factors are 
satisfied. Rather, it is a partial catalogue of issues that the 
Attorney General could choose to take into account in assessing a 
matter under consideration for referral. Thus, Mr. Smaltz's 
reliance on these factors is misplaced; they were not offered in 
the Tucker matter as a framework for decisionmaking. 

Even were it appropriate to rely on these factors as 
guidelines for decisionmaking, Mr. Smaltz's request satisfies few 
if any of the factors described in the Tucker brief: 


(1) Same subject or target ; Mr. Smaltz’s request involves 
two farmers, not former Secretary Espy.’* 



apparent overlap of potential witnesses between the matter 
Hr. Smaltz is requesting be referred, which involves alleged 
fraud in an application for government benefits and turns on the 
facts of how a farm was managed, and the allegations that former 
Secretary Espy accepted illegal gratuities. 


case in which efficiency and economy argue in favor of an 
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Independent counsel handling a matter. By every measure, turning 
a matter over to an independent counsel inevitably results in 
substantial costs and burdens to our justice system.'^ Should 
this apparently straightforward fraud matter warrant prosecution, 
the Department is staffed with prosecutors capable of efficiently 
and economically handling this matter. 

(5) Whether the independent counsel discovered the crime 
in the course of his investigation : While Mr. Smaltz did run 
across this matter in the course of his investigation, he 
concedes that it was a matter that had already been looked into 
by the Inspector General and the Department of Justice wholly 
independently. Application at 9 n.6. This negates the 
supposition that it is a matter so factually intertwined with 
Mr. Smaltz 's investigation that handling by him is warranted. 

(6) Same legal issues involved : The reference in the 
Tucker brief to "the same legal issues" involved an example 
wherein the independent counsel's potential prosecution turned on 
a complex statutory analysis and its application to a particular 
set of facts; the related matter presented many of the same 
issues, and it was therefore particularly appropriate that a 
consistent analysis and legal position be developed. No such 
unusual circumstances exist here. 


A simple comparison of the monthly expenditures of any 
independent counsel's office with a similar sized prosecutorial 
office within the Department of Justice provides a graphic 
illustration of that reality. 
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(7) Whether the new allegation arose out of the same set of 
underlying facts as did the core -turisdiction; The underlying 
facts of Mr. Smaltz's jurisdiction relate to whether former 
Secretary Espy accepted Illegal gifts from Tyson Foods and other 
companies regulated by the Department of Agriculture. 


(8) Parallel conduct : The final factor is whether the 
requested referral concerns conduct that parallels that of 
individuals already under investigation. 


To the best of our knowledge, none of 
the matters under Investigation by Mr. Smaltz pursuant to the 
appointment made following this Department's preliminary 
investigation involves such fraud, and Hr. Smaltz has identified 
none. 


Having rebutted Hr. Smaltz’s argument that his request fits 
within the factors set out in Tucker , it should be reiterated 
that these factors are not a "test" which if met results in 
referral. To the contrary, the question to be considered by the 
Attorney General is whether the particular matter, in light of 
all the circumstances of the case, warrants referral as a related 
matter because it will advance the resolution of the independent 
counsel's core jurisdiction, or because it is inextricably 
intertwined with the facts of the underlying case. This is the 
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test, and it simply is not met by the facts of Hr. Smaltz's 
request. 

E. This Matter Does Mot "hrlsa out of" Mr. smaltz's 
Investigation: In his argument that this request to prosecute 
two farmers for fraud is "related" to his responsibility to 
determine whether to prosecute former Secretary Espy for 
accepting gifts, Mr. Smaltz repeatedly makes reference to his 
jurisdiction to investigate matters that "arise out of" his 
investigation. Application at 4 , 12-14. It is clear that the 
Act intends and the jurisdiction granted by this Court makes 
explicit that Mr. Smaltz has such jurisdiction. Hr. Smaltz seems 
to suggest, however, that this language means that he has 
jurisdiction over any potential federal crime which he happens to 
discover in the course of his investigation. This is a serious 
misreading of the Act. 

The straightforward language of both the Act and 
Mr. Smaltz's jurisdictional grant from this Court makes it clear 
that this grant of authority permits him to investigate crimes 
stemming from efforts to stall, interfere with or obstruct the 
Investigation itself, such as perjury, destruction of documents, 
or witness intimidation.'* It has nothing to do with previous 

’* The Act provides, at 28 O.S.C. 5 593(b)(3): 

[The Independent Counsel's] jurisdiction shall also 
include the authority to investigate and prosecute 
Federal crimes . . . that may arise out of the 
investigation or prosecution of the matter with respect 
to which the Attorney General's request was made, 
including perjury, obstruction of justice, destruction 
of evidence, and intimidation of witnesses. 
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crimes discovered in the course of the investigation; to fall 
within the scope of this grant of jurisdiction, it is the crime 
that must "arise out of" the investigation, not the evidence of 
the crime. 

II. THB COMCPRREHCE Of THE ATTORMEY OEMERAL 

IB KEOniRED FOR REFERRM. OF A RELATED HATTER 

Even apart from the question of whether Hr. Smaltz's request 
involves related matters, referral by this Court must be denied 
when, as here, the Attorney General does not concur in the 
referral. In order for section 594(e) to avoid constitutional 
infirmities, it must be interpreted to require the concurrence of 
the Attorney General at some point in the referral process. 

As set out above, section 594 (e) provides; 

(e) Referral of other matters to an Independent 
counsel." An independent counsel may ask the Attorney 
General or the division of the court to refer to the 
independent counsel matters related to the Independent 
counsel's prosecutorial jurisdiction, and the Attorney 


If this language were not sufficiently clear, the legislative 
history makes explicit that this additional authority deals with 
crimes that arise out of the independent counsel's investigation. 
The 1987 House Report states that the language is intended to 
ensure that the Independent Counsel has authority over "any 
allegations relating to obstruction of the investigation itself." 
H.R. Rep. No. 316, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. 37 (1987). The 1987 
Senate Report points out that the language 

clarifies the scope of an independent counsel's 
prosecutorial jurisdiction by providing that it 
automatically Includes the authority to investigate and 
prosecute federal crimes which may arise out of the 
investigation or prosecution itself. Such crimes 
include but are not limited to perjury, obstruction of 
justice, destruction of evidence and Intimidation of 
witnesses. 

S. Rep. Ho. 123, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. 20 (1987). 
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General or the division of the court, as the case may be, 
nay refer such natters. 

The previous version of section 594(e) (as originally enacted in 
1978, amended in 1982 only to change original title "special 
prosecutor" to "independent counsel"), provided in pertinent 
part: 

(e) A[n] independent counsel may as)c the Attorney 
General or the division of the court to refer matters 
related to the independent counsel's prosecutorial 
jurisdiction. 

As is clear from the statutory language. Congress did intend 
that an independent counsel could request referral of matters 
related to his original jurisdiction from the Special Division. 
While this provision permits an independent counsel to obtain the 
greater formality of a court order, as opposed to a simple letter 
of referral from the Department of Justice, section 594(e), 
properly interpreted, requires that such an order be issued only 
after consultation with and concurrence of the Department of 
Justice. 

Interpreting the original version of section 594(e), in 
In re Olson . 818 F.2d 34 (D.C. Cir. 1987), this Court considered 
the proper interpretation of section 594(e).'’ After exploring 


” In Olson . Congress had sent to the Department of Justice 
a lengthy study of the Department's handling of a dispute among 
Congress, the Department and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) concerning Congress's right to access to documents 
concerning enforcement of the Superfund Law. Among other 
criticisms, the study alleged that numerous individuals in the 
Department and EPA had violated federal criminal law by making 
false or misleading statements to Congress or by obstructing the 
congressional investigation. 
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the central importance of the active role of the Attorney General 
in the entire statutory scheme, to provide both practical and 
constitutional support to the functioning of the Act, the Court 
held that it lacked power to refer prosecutorial jurisdiction 
over a matter to an Independent counsel in a situation where the 
Attorney General had already determined that the matter should 
not be referred to the independent counsel.’* 


Following a preliminary investigation, the Attorney General 
requested the appointment of an independent counsel to 
investigate allegations against former Assistant Attorney General 
Theodore Olson, but declined to seek appointment with respect to 
other covered persons named in the report. After a period of 
investigation, the independent counsel requested that the 
Attorney General refer the allegations against the other covered 
persons as related matters; the Attorney General declined, 
stating that his previous conclusion that the allegations did not 
warrant further investigation was final. The independent counsel 
then turned to this Court, requesting that it refer the matters 
pursuant to section 594(e). This Court held that it was without 
power to refer a matter to an independent counsel when the 
Attorney General had previously declined to do so. 

'* The Department does not take the position that the 
informal consultation that occurred between the Independent 
Counsel's Office and the Department in this case by itself brings 
this matter within the scope of the holding in Olson that a 
previous rejection by the Attorney General bars the Court from 
referring a matter. To conclude that the Olson bar is triggered 
by informal consultation such as occurred here would be 
destructive to the necessary working relationship between the 
Department and independent counsels; such a result would both 
discourage such informal consultation and encourage future ex 
parte filings with the Court. The Act should not be interpreted 
in any way that would discourage cooperation and communication 
between the Department and independent counsels or encourage 
independent counsels to bypass the Department. Rather, as is 
discussed in more detail later, the underlying logic of Olson 
leads to a holding that should an independent counsel seek 
referral of a related matter from the Court, the affirmative 
concurrence of the Attorney General is a necessary part of the 
process. This interpretation of the Act will encourage a 
responsible dialogue between independent counsels and the 
Department to resolve jurisdictional issues and promote 
cooperation. 
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Although the Olson Court relied on statutory construction to 
reach its conclusion, that analysis went hand in hand with the 
Court's imnediately preceding constitutional discussion 
emphasizing the "broad power and authority of the Attorney 
General [which is] closely interwoven into the statutory scheme." 
Id . at 45. Thus, the Court's holding that section 594(e) does 
not permit such a referral should be read as reflecting the 
Court's recognition of the serious constitutional problems that 
would be created by a scheme that would permit judicial 
allocation of prosecutorial jurisdiction over the objection of 
the Executive Branch; as the Court held, the Act's procedures "do 
not by any means constitute an assumption of the constitutional 
field of action of the Executive Branch in enforcing the criminal 
law." Id. at 44. 

While the narrow ruling of Olson was that a referral o£ a 
related matter could not be made by the Court over the previous 
refusal by the Attorney General to refer the matter, the logic of 
Olson leads clearly to the conclusion that the affirmative 
concurrence of the Attorney General is required before a related 
matter referral can or should be granted by this Court. The 
decision cannot and should not be read to suggest that an 
independent counsel could be permitted to sidestep the 
restrictions imposed in Olson by going directly to this Court for 
authority over additional criminal matters without consultation 
with and the approval of the Department of Justice at some point 
in the process. Eliminating the vital role of the Department 
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would create grave constitutional tensions and the potential for 
institutional conflict between two investigative and 
prosecutorial entities which can and should be avoided in every 
case. 

The ruling by this Court in Olson , properly read as 
requiring the concurrence of the Attorney General, would seem to 
settle this matter; as set out above, the Attorney General has 
informed this Court of her conclusion that these matters should 
not be referred. Mr. Smaltz apparently agrees that Olson stands 
for the proposition that referral of a related matter by the 
Court "would be proper only at the specific request of the 
Attorney General." Application at 15. Mr. Smaltz argues, 

r 

however, that a change was made by Congress in 1987 in the 
wording of section 594 (e), which essentially overruled the 
holding of this Court in Olson . 

A simple comparison of the wording of the two provisions, as 
set out above, demonstrates the fallacy of this argument; while a 
final clause is added for clarity, the facial meaning of section 
594(e) as amended in 1987 differs not at all from the earlier 
version. Surely if Congress intended to override the ruling in 
Olson , and felt that it could do so within constitutional limits, 
it would have done so clearly. 

In any event, the legislative history illuminates the error 
Hr. Smaltz is making. In 1987, Congress was concerned about the 
decision of the Department and the Court's ruling in Olson — 
some in Congress felt the Attorney General had erred in his 
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decision on referral — and considered the problem of 

jurisdictional disputes between the Department and an independent 

counsel. Legislative proposals were offered -- but not passed — 

which would have removed or limited the authority of the Attorney 

General over an independent counsel's requests for referral of 

additional matters or expansions of jurisdiction. 

In the end, however. Congress recognized that the authority 

of the Attorney General over the management of criminal 

investigations, and her assessment and concurrence that matters 

should be handled by an independent counsel, are necessary to 

support the delicate constitutional balance achieved in this Act. 

S. Rep. 123, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. 24 (1987). Therefore, while 

Congress differentiated between the concepts of expansion of 

jurisdiction (section 593(c)) and referral of related matters 

(section 594(e)); established new, stricter procedures for 

expansions of jurisdiction; and rewrote the section on referrals 

slightly, it in no way changed the standards governing section 

594(e) "related matter" referrals. The new section 594(e) as 

passed by Congress was the version contained in the House Bill, 

and, as the Conference Committee observed: 

The House Bill also changes the wording of the referral 
provision set forth in Section 594 (e) to clarify but 
not change its scope . 

. . . The conference agreement follows the House 

language on the procedures to be followed by an 
independent counsel in seelcing referral of a related 
matter [ . ] 
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H.R. Conf. Rep. 452, 100th Cong., 1st Sess. 28-29 (1987) (emphasis 
added). Thus, this Court's opinion in Olson continues as settled 
precedent with respect to section 594(e). 

Any contrary view would raise grave constitutional issues. 
The President has primary constitutional responsibility for 
ensuring that the laws are faithfully executed and that 
allegations of criminal conduct are properly investigated and, if 
appropriate, prosecuted on behalf of the United States; this 
authority in turn has been vested in the Attorney General. 

Absent a requirement of consultation and concurrence, this 
constitutional role, part of the executive power reserved to the 
President by the Constitution, would be shifted impermissibly to 
the judiciary. 

Thus, this Court should not read the referral provisions 
to permit the judiciary to remove authority for the investigation 
and prosecution of a federal criminal matter from the Department 
of Justice and assign it to an independent counsel without the 
concurrence of the Attorney General. Even when such matters 


The Department understands that in one previous instance, 
this Court referred a matter involving a covered person to an 
independent counsel without consultation with the Department. 
Insofar as the record reflects, this Court did not consider the 
Issues raised here when that referral was made, and because it 
was not consulted, the views of the Department were not available 
to the Court. 

It is noteworthy that even in the hypothetical event of 
allegations of serious criminal misconduct by the Attorney 
General herself — in theory the strongest case for not involving 
the Department — the Act ac)cnowledges the Department's critical 
role, proceeding under normal recusal procedures, in assessing 
the allegation and determining whether it should be investigated 
by an independent counsel. 28 U.S.C. S 591(e)(1). In any event. 
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involve covered persons, as to whom there is a statutory 
presumption of a conflict of interest, that decision is left to 
the unreviewable discretion of the Attorney General. 28 U.S.C. 

SS 592(f) and 593(d). An interpretation that the opposite result 
can be obtained through the referral provision is wholly 
unnecessary, would result in serious practical problems, see 
discussion infra at 36-38, and would gravely unbalance the 
efforts by the drafters of the Independent Counsel Act to 
accommodate the Separation of Powers concerns created by the 
participation of this Court in the independent counsel 
process.’* 


in this case there are not even any such extraordinary prudential 
concerns that could be used to support a failure to obtain the 
concurrence of the Department. 

’* The tripartite structure of separate executive, 
legislative and judicial power is at "the heart of the 
Constitution." Buc)clev v. Valeo . 424 U.S. 1, 119 (1976). See . 
e.g. . The Federalist No. 47 at 301 (Madison) , No. 48 at 308 
(Madison) , No. 72 at 435 (Hamilton) . The Framers made it clear 
that the three Branches were to "be largely separate from one 
another." Bucklcv . 424 U.S. at 120. Their objective was not only 
to diffuse power, but also to focus responsibility and 
accountability for the exercise of the powers of government. 

The management of a criminal investigation is indisputably 
an "executive" — as opposed to a "legislative" or "judicial" — 
function. See , e.g. . Heckler v. Chaney . 470 U.S. 821, 832 
(1985). See also 1977 Senate Report at 5 ("The responsibility 
for law enforcement is placed upon the executive branch of the 
Federal Government")-. The decision whether to bring a 
prosecution in a particular case has long been recognized to lie 
within the discretion of the Executive Branch and not to be 
subject to judicial control. See United States v. Nixon . 418 
U.S. 683, 693 (1974); United States v. Thompson . 251 U.S. 407, 
415 (1920); qnit.9<il-5tatSg_yu-CflX. 342 F.2d 167 (5th Cir.) (en 
banc), cert, denied . 381 U.S. 935 (1965); see also Ullman v. 
United States . 350 U.S. 422 (1956) (immunity decisions); Ex parte 
United States . 287 U.S. 241 (1932). 
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Indeed, the logic of the decision of the Supreme Court in 
Morrison v. Olson . 487 U.S. 654 (1988), compels the conclusion 
that consultation with and the concurrence of the Attorney 
General are required when referring related matters. In 
Morrison , the Court rejected the argument that the Act was 
unconstitutional, but recognized the fragility of the 
constitutional balance struck by the drafters of the Act and the 
threat that would be posed by an overbroad interpretation. Key 
to the Court's decision was its conclusion that the role of the 
Special Division as specified in the Act was "not a significant 
encroachment" upon executive power. Morrison . 487 U.S. at 680- 
685. After holding that the Special Division could 
constitutionally appoint Independent counsels based on the 
Appointments Clause of the Constitution, U.S. Const., Art. II, 

S 2, cl. 2, the Court went on to consider the argument that the 
additional later duties entrusted to this Court in the Act, 
including referrals pursuant to section 594(e), violated the 
constitutional Separation of Powers. 

The Supreme Court rejected that argument. It found that 
this Court's additional duties are merely passive, such as 
receiving reports, or, to the extent they require the exercise of 
"some judgment and discretion . . . are themselves essentially 
ministerial," is}, at 681 , and thus not a significant encroachment 
on Executive Branch responsibilities. Therefore, the Supreme 
Court held, there was no violation of Separation of Powers in the 
Act, so long as the Act is properly and narrowly interpreted. 
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The Court's discussion of one of these additional duties is 

particularly illuminating here. The Court regarded the Special 

Division's power to terminate the office of an independent 

counsel, 28 U.S.C. $ 596(b)(2), as the most "doubtful" of the 

additional powers granted to this Court, and the one that cane 

the closest to crossing the Separation of Powers line. However, 

the Court concluded that, narrowly Interpreted, that authority 

too was within constitutional bounds: 

He think that the Court of Appeals overstated the matter 
when it described the power to terminate as a "broadsword 
and ... rapier" that enables the court to "control the pace 
and depth of the independent counsel's activities.” The 
provision has not been tested in practice and we do not mean 
to say that an adventurous special court could not 
reasonably construe the provision as did the Court of 
Appeals; but it is the duty of federal courts tq construe a 
statute ln_ order to save it from constitutional infirmities. 
. ■ . and to that end we think a narrow construction is 
appropriate here. ... As we see it, "termination" (by the 
court] may occur only when the duties of the counsel are 
truly "completed" or "so substantially completed” that there 
remains no need for any continuing action by the independent 
counsel. ... So construed, the Special Division's power to 
terminate does not pose a sufficient threat of judicial 
intrusion into matters that are more properly within the 
Executive's authority to require that the Act be invalidated 
as inconsistent with Article III. 

Morrison . 487 U.S. at 692-693 (emphasis added; citations 

omitted) . The Court therefore concluded that while a broad, 

expansive reading of the Act might suggest that both the Attorney 

General and the Court have power to remove the independent 

counsel, in fact that power is vested solely with the Attorney 

General. Similarly, while section 594(e) conceivably could be 

read to permit this Court alone to refer matters, it is the "duty 

of federal courts to contrue a statute in order to save it from 
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constitutional infirmities," Id. . and thus it must be read to 
require the concurrence of the Attorney General. 

Morrison also makes clear that referral of matters by this 
Court without the concurrence of the Attorney General would be 
Improper for another reason. In addition to the role of the 
Special Division, the Court examined the office of the 
independent counsel Itself under the Act, to determine whether 
the Act was rendered unconstitutional "by prevent [ing] the 
Executive Branch from accomplishing its constitutionally assigned 
functions." Id. at 695 (quoting Nixon v. Administrator of 
General Services . 433 U.S. 425, 443 (1977)). The Court concluded 

that while the Independent Counsel Act undeniably reduces the 

»• 

amount of control or supervision the Attorney General exercises, 
the Attorney General nevertheless retained several means of 
supervising or controlling the prosecutorial powers that may be 
wielded by an independent counsel, sufficient to pass 
constitutional muster. 

Chief among these was the removal power, but of nearly equal 
weight was the Attorney General's power to decline to refer 
matters to an independent counsel, and to establish the facts 
which will form the boundaries of the independent counsel's 
jurisdiction: 

No independent counsel may be appointed without a specific 
request by the Attorney General, and the Attorney General's 
decision not to request appointment if he finds "no 
reasonable grounds to believe that further investigation is 
warranted" is committed to his unreviewable discretion. The 
Act thus gives the Executive a degree of control over the 
power to initiate an investigation by the independent 
counsel. In addition, the jurisdiction of the independent 
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counsel is defined with reference to the facts submitted by 
the attorney General[.} 

Id. at 696. In contrast to this control exercised by the 
Attorney General, Morrison also makes clear that beyond the power 
to appoint and define the independent counsel's original 
—jurisdiction based on the facts provided by the Attorney General, 
this Court "has no power to supervise or control the activities 
of the counsel." Id. at 695. 

Were an independent counsel to have the power to seek 
referral of additional matters without the concurrence of the 
Attorney General, these clear principles at the heart of the 
Morrison decision would be violated. The Attorney General would 
play no role in deciding whether a particular investiigation 
should be conducted by the Independent counsel or in developing 
the facts that should serve to sketch out the parameters of his 
or her jurisdiction, and this court would be placed in the 
position of supervising the independent counsel in his 
recommendations as to whether particular matters should be 
handled by his office because they are related. 

Thus, the constitutionality of the Act would be fatally 
undermined by an interpretation of section 594(e) that this Court 
has the power to refer matters to an independent counsel without 
consultation with and the concurrence of the Attorney General. 
Such extraordinary power and authority to unilaterally allocate 
responsibility for the investigation and prosecution of federal 
crimes, a core executive function, could hardly be described as 
"passive" or "ministerial." This Court should follow the 
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guidance of the Supreme Court in Morrison and interpret section 
594(e) narrowly and prudentially, recognizing the authority and 
responsibility of the Attorney General in this area. See . In re 
Sealed Motion . 880 F.2d at 1376 n.l3 (Special Division will 
observe Supreme Court ' s admonition to interpret Independent 
Counsel Act narrowly) . 

Practical considerations demonstrate the wisdom of these 
constitutional limitations on this Court's power. This is not 
simply an abstract issue of power and authority; there are also 
numerous practical ramifications to the decision to refer a 
related matter. It should be )cept in mind that the subject of a 
potential referral to an independent counsel need not be a 
covered person, and need not be directly involved in any 
wrongdoing with a covered person.” Absent a consultation 
requirement, the Attorney General would have no ready means even 
to )cnow that an independent counsel had authority over a 
particular matter. 


” Tucker . supra ■ apparently would hold that this sort of 
direct link to the original jurisdiction i£ required before 
referral can be made; however, it has always been the view of the 
Department that with an adequate factual basis, matters involving 
other individuals and other alleged crimes can be considered 
related and properly referred by it to an independent counsel, as 
it did with respect to the matter under dispute in Tucker . The 
Department has filed an amicus brief in the independent counsel's 
appeal of the Tucker decision, in support of the position that 
the Attorney General’s decision to refer a related matter is not 
reviewable. The weak link with respect to Mr. Smaltz's request 
is the lack of a sufficient factual showing to support a 
conclusion that the matter over which he has requested 
jurisdiction is related. 
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The negative consequences could be substantial. For 
example, a subject of an investigation proposed by an independent 
counsel, unknown to the independent counsel and to the Court, nay 
be a critical witness in an important ongoing investigation, and 
the sudden unanticipated intervention by the independent counsel 
could seriously disrupt that investigation. Similarly, if the 
referral the independent counsel has requested from the Court is 
already under investigation by the Attorney General, an untimely 
referral could imperil years of careful investigative work. 
Likewise, if that subject, again unknown to the independent 
counsel and the Court, were serving as a confidential informant, 
participating in a sensitive undercover investigation, an 
untimely intrusion by the independent counsel could destroy the 
investigation. 

On another front, the Department devotes considerable 
resources to careful review and selection of appropriate cases in 
which to seek to advance theories of the law it believes to be in 
the public interest. A single case brought by an unsupervised 
independent counsel without consideration for its impact on 
future prosecutions can prove the saying, "bad facts make bad 
law," which will bind federal prosecutors in the future. 

There could be serious repercussions to the independent 
counsel's investigation as well if he or she could begin 
investigation of a new matter without consultation with the 
Department. For example, if the Department were investigating 
the same matter, plea bargains could be negotiated, witnesses 
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interviewed or immunities granted without the Department's 
knowledge that the independent counsel was also interested in the 
matter. While these negative consequences are to some extent a 
risk inherent in the independent counsel system, they are 
minimized by strictly observing the limits of an independent 
counsel's jurisdiction, by encouraging ongoing consultation with 
the Department concerning Departmental policies, see, 28 U.S.C. 

$ 594 (f) (requiring ongoing consultation between an independent 
counsel and the Department) , and by requiring consultation with 
and the concurrence of the Attorney General before additional 
matters can be referred to an independent counsel. 

If this Court were to make such referrals without 
consultation and approval, the Court would be usurping the role 
and responsibility of the Attorney General, so carefully 
acknowledged in the structure of the Independent Counsel Act and 
in the words of both this Court and the Supreme Court, to assess 
the merits of every allegation and determine whether further 
investigation of that allegation is warranted. Allegations 
against covered persons, as to whom there is a statutory 
assumption that the Department has a conflict of interest, 
require a preliminary investigation by the Attorney General to 
assess their merits, followed by an unreviewable decision by the 
Attorney General as to whether or not to refer the matter to an 
independent counsel. Given this carefully balanced structure, it 
would be odd Indeed if allegations against ordinary citizens 
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could be assigned to an independent counsel without the consent 
or even the knowledge of the Attorney General. 

This Court can, and should, avoid all the practical and 
constitutional issues lurking in section 594(e) simply by 
interpreting that provision to require the Department be 
consulted and its concurrence obtained before referral of related 
matters will be approved by the Court. 

For the reasons stated above. Independent Counsel Smaltz's 
Application should be denied by this Court. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

Division for the Purpose of 
Appointing Independent Counsels 

Ethics in Government Act of 1978, As Amended 


) 

) Division No. 94-2 

) 

) (UNDER SEAL) 

) 


OFFICE OF INDEPENDENT COUNSEL’S REPLY 
IN FURTHER SUPPORT OF ITS 
APPLICATION FOR REFERRAL OF RELATED MATTERS 


1. Introduction 

The Department of Justice vigorously opposes any referral to the 
Independent Counsel for which it is not the definitive jurisdictional gatekeeper. 
This desire to maintain what it sees as its singular prerogative to oversee the 
course of an Independent Counsel investigation has led it to seriously misstate 
both the factual predicate behind the .Application and the law upon which the 
Special Division’s decision must be based. However, prior to a detailed discus- 
sion of the errors in the Opposition, it might be helpful to consider some of the 
points on which the Department and the Independent Counsel are in agreement. 


IN RE: Alphonso Michael 

(Mike) Espy 


1 
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The Independent Counsel does not dispute that his jurisdiction is 
limited, and that it ultimately derives from the jurisdictional grant set forth in his 
appointment. Nor does he dispute that before pursuing a matter outside his 
defined jurisdiction he must obtain an expansion of jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. 

§ 593(c) or, depending upon the breadth of the jurisdictional grant, the referral of a 
related matter under § 594(e). He also does not dispute that such a referral can be 
made only if the matter to be referred relates to his “prosecutorial jurisdiction.” 

Although they star, with this same understanding of the fundamental 
law, the Department and the Independent Counsel obviously do not agree on 
whether the Application for referral should be granted. The Depahment maintains 
that it must keep control over the Independent Counsel’s investigation by setting 
itself up as the final arbiter of whether this or any referral should be made. To 
compel this conclusion, it radically misstates the facts behind the Application and 
the law that governs referral of related matters to an independent counsel. 

In the end, the Department seeks to achieve the result that the 
independent counsel statute was specifically designed to prevent: Justice Depart- 
ment control over the investigation of a high-level executive branch official. The 
Special Division should resist the Department’s insistence that control over the 
course of the investigation be turned over to it, and should consider the requested 


referral on the merits. The merits dictate that the referral be granted. 
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II. The Requested Referral Is Related to the Indepeodent Counsel's 
Prosecutorial Jurisdiction 

A. The Opposition Misstates the Independent 

Counsel’s Jurisdiction 

As a preliminary matter, we must note that the Opposition repeatedly 
misstates the scope of the Independent Counsel's existing jurisdiction. For 
example, at pages 1 and 3 of the Opposition, small portions of the Jurisdictional 
grant are quoted as if they state the entirety of the jurisdiction, while the other 
broader clauses of the grant are ignored. (The grant is set out in full at Exhibit 1 to 
the Application.) The Opposition ignores some of the broadest clauses of the 
grant, despite the fact (or perhaps because of the fact) that these were primarily 
drafted by the Depanment of Justice (save for the last paragraph) in its request for 
appointment of the independent counsel and adopted verbatim by the Special 
Division in the Order of Appointment. 

To hammer home this attempted limitation of the Independent 
Counsel's mandate, the Opposition includes at pages 23 to 24 a gratuitous and 
grudging elucidation of his jurisdiction. The purpose of the Department’s exposi- 
tion is to assert that ceruin clauses of the mandate are far more limited in scope 
than they appear. Thus, the Department argues that the clauses of the jurisdic- 
tional mandate that include the words “arises out of can only grant him authority 
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to investigate crimes committed in the course of the investigation. This leads the 
Department to an irrelevant discussion of the legislative history behind 28 U.S.C, 

§ 594(e) -- irrelevant because it is the words of the mandate that are at issue, not 
the words of the statute. The mandate on its face is quite clearly not so limited. It 
not only gives the Independent Counsel the power to investigate Espy’s receipt of 
gratuities, as the Department acknowledges, but it also gives the Independent 
Counsel the power to: 

( 1 ) “investigate other allegations or evidence of violation of 
any federal criminal law ... by any organization or 
individual developed during the Independent Counsel’s 
investigation . . . and connected with or arising out of 
that investigation;”’ 

(2) “seek indictments and to prosecute any organizations or 
individuals involved in any of the matters described 
above, who are reasonably believed to have committed a 
violation of any federal criminal law arising out of such 
matters, including [anyone who has] engaged in an un- 
lawful conspiracy or who has aided and abetted any 
federal offense;” and 


’This provision is identical to a provision appearing in the order appointing Mr. 
Starr in the Madison Guaranty matter. Mr. Starr’s initial jurisdictional grant was 
identical to that the Attorney General gave the Department’s Special Prosecutor, Mr. 
Fiske. This provision may well have been the basis for a § 594(e) referral of the 
Tucker, Hubbell, Branscum. Hill and other matters by this Court. We request the 
Court judicially notice that this broad jurisdictional grant “to investigate other 
allegations or evidence of violations of any criminal law . . . .by any organization or 
individual developed during the Independent Counsel’s investigation referred to 
above and connected with or arising out of that investigation” does not appear in the 
jurisdictional grants in the Olson. Deaver, Cisneros, and Brown matters. 
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(3) “fully investigate and prosecute the subject matter with 
respect to which the Attorney General requested the 
appointment of independent counsel, as hereinbefore set 
forth, and all matters and individuals whose acts may be 
related to that subject matter, inclusive of authority to 
investigate and prosecute federal crimes . . . that may 
arise out of the above described matter, including per- 
jury, obstruction of justice, destruction of evidence, and 
intimidation of witnesses.” 

The Department acknowledges none of these provisions. 

Clearly these provisions are not simply limited to the prosecution of 
crimes committed in the course of the investigation, as the Department argues at 
page 24 of its Opposition. In fact, the mandate has an entire separate paragraph 
devoted exclusively to such crimes: 

The Independent Counsel shall have jurisdiction 
and authority to investigate any violation of 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1826, or any obstruction of the due administration of 
justice, or any material false testimony or statement in 
violation of federal criminal law, in connection with any 
investigation of the matters described above. 

Under the Department’s narrow view of the law, this paragraph is obviously 
nothing but entirely redundant surplusage. 

In appointing the Independent Counsel, the Special Division clearly 
gave him full authority to pursue his investigation to the maximum e.xtent contem- 
plated by the statute. The Department’s misreading of the mandate cannot change 
this fundamental fact. 
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B. The Opposition Mischaracterizes the Matter to Be Referred 
Perhaps the most telling aspect of the Justice Department’s 
Opposition to the pending Application is its stubborn insistence on repeatedly, and 
seriously, misstating its substance. According to the Department, the Independent 
Counsef wants simply to prosecute two “fanners in Mississippi” for fraud. 



^The Independent Counsel gave the Department of Justice the Application and 
accompanying declarations, in draft form, in advance of its filing with the Special 
Division. It is simply inaccurate for the Department to suggest, as it does at footnotes 
5 and 1 0 of the Opposition, that the Department is not conversant with the facts 
underlying this Application. 
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C. The Matter to Be Referred Clearly Relates to the Independent 
Counsel’s Prosecutorial Jurisdiction 

The Department’s fundamental argument is that the requested referral 
simply is not related to the Independent Counsel’s prosecutorial jurisdiction 
within the meaning of § 594(e). The Department is purposely vague about what it 
would take to find a matter related, since it views this as a question within its own 
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sole discretion and does not want to share its decision-making process with 
anyone else, including the Special Division. 

Some of its suggestions clearly do not comport with the statute. For 
example, the Department would require that the matter referred “directly relates” 
to the matter within the independent counsel’s jurisdiction, or is necessary to 
' advance the resolution of that matter. Opposition at pp.14-15. While for its own 
purposes the Department would transmute “related to the independent counsel’s 
prosecutorial jurisdiction” into “directly related to the subject matter,” it is worth 
noting that in 1993 Congress considered and rejected a proposed amendment to 
the Act (the so-called Hyde Amendment) that would have limited the power of the 
Special Division, in defining jurisdiction, to including only matters “directly 
related” to the crimes with which the subject is charged. See 140 Cong. Rec. 
H419-07 at pp.433-435 (February 10, 1994) (statement of Rep. Hyde), 

The Department is particularly careful to distance itself from the list 
of eight factors it articulated in the Tucker brief for evaluating a referral, now 
claiming that these are merely a “sampling” and a “partial catalogue” from a 
“myriad” of factors that it declines to identify. Opposition at pp.19-20. Still, one 


^Amicus Curiae Brief of the United States Department of Justice, United States 
V. Tucker (SthCir. 1995) (No. 95-3268). 
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suspects that the Department would not have listed these factors in Tucker unless 
it considered them fairly important. 

Nevertheless, the Department at no time suggests what factors, 
whether from the Tucker list or not, the Special Division should be considering in 
weighing this Application. Instead, it goes to great lengths to try to show that the 
present Application satisfies none of the eight factors that, in its view, might or 
might not have any relevance to the determination. The Department’s arguments 
on these points are so far removed from the facts behind the Application that they 
merit only brief discussion here. 


[1 1 Whether the same subject or target is involved. 



[2] The nature of the new allegations against a person who may be a 
key witness in an Independent Counsel’s investigation. 
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[3] Whether there is an overlap in potential witnesses, and a resulting 
potential for interference with an Independent Counsel’s 
investigation. 



[4] Which prosecutorial body can most emciently investigate and 
prosecute the matter. 

According to the Department, it is always the more efficient and 
economic body, which leads to the question of why this is a factor to be consid- 



[5] Whether the Independent Counsel discovered the crime during 
the course of his investigation of the principal matter referred to 
him. 

The Department concedes that the Independent Counsel did discover 
the crime during his investigation, but responds with the non-sequitur that the 
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Inspector General and the Department had already looked at the same maners 
(without, apparently, fmding the indictable offenses that the Independent Counsel 
found). The fac| that others had stumbled on some of the same facts, without 
discovering their significance, does not suggest in the least that these matters are 
unrelated to the Independent Counsel’s prosecutorial jurisdiction. 

[6] Whether the same legal issues are likely to be involved. 

The Department wants to rewrite this factor so that it now refers only 
to “unusual” legal issues. It gives no guidance on how to make this distinction. 
The Application identifies a multitude of overlapping issues which, from all 
appearances, are at least as “unusual” as those presented in the Tucker prosecu- 
tion. 

(7] Whether the additional matters arise out of the same underlying 
facts as the original jurisdiction. 

The Department is correct in noting that the offense that is the subject 
of the requested referral arises out of different operative facts than the original 
appointment, a circumstance candidly admitted in the Application. The Depart- 
ment is not correct, however, in ignoring the substantial overlap in the background 
facts of the Espy administration, which set the stage for both favoritism to big 
agribusinesses and favoritism to the smaller farmers in Espy’s immediate circle. 
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[8] Whether there has been similar conduct by some of the parties 

already being investigated. 

The Department’s analysis focuses on the obvious differences 
between fraud and bribery, but it carefully ignores the obvious parallel when both 
result in favoritism in the bestowal of government benefits upon those close to the 
top of the Department of Agriculture hierarchy. 

In view of the above, it is not at all surprising that the Justice Depart- 
ment now wants to distance itself from the eight factors it articulated in Tucker. 
There, it specifically identified these as among “the factors that the Attorney 
General ordinarily considers in determining whether a matter is ‘related to’ the 
independent counsel’s original grant of authority.’’ Department of Justice Amicus 
Brief (No. 95-3268) at 13-14. In the Opposition, it disingenuously disclaims any 
reliance on the factors. Opposition at p. 18. 

Certainly, the Department suggests no distinction between the Tucker 
referral and the referral requested here in terms of relatedness to the independent 
counsel’s prosecutorial jurisdiction. (See also, the Special Division’s Order dated 
September 1, 1994, referring to the Whitewater Independent Counsel the 
investigation of Webster Hubbell.) 

The Department, in its opposition, now articulates a new and simpler 
test for deciding whether a referral should be made; 
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[w]heiher the particular matter, in light of all the circumstances of the 
case, warrants referral as a related matter because it will advance the 
resolution of the independent counsel’s core jurisdiction, or because 
it is inextricably intertwined with the facts of the underlying case. 

The Department does not even attempt to analyze the requested referral under this 

standard; it merely concludes summarily that the standard has not been met. 

Opposition at pp. 22-23. While the Department gives no support for its assertion 

that this is the standard to be applied, it should be clear fix)m the factual showing 

in the .Application that it has been met here. 

Unquestionably, the referral will advance the resolution of the 


Independent Counsel’s core jurisdiction. See Greenberg Decl. at H 9 
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Moreover, the requested referral is inextricably intertwined with the 
facts of the underlying case. The overlapping facts of the two matters are detailed, 
in the Widup Declaration., see particularly ^ 22-31. See also Greenberg Decl. at 
1115-8. 

Consequently, whether the Special Division chooses to focus on the 
eight factors the Department articulates in Tucker, or the two new factors into 
which it has now distilled the test, the inescapable conclusion is that the Applica- 
tion should be granted. Indeed, we would suggest that the one key test upon 


which the Special Division should focus is the one stated in the stamte: whether 
the proposed referral is “related to the Independent Counsel’s prosficu^oriai 



III. The Special Division Is Empowered to Make the Requested Referral, 
Regardless of Whether the Department of Justice Concurs 

The premise behind the Depanment’s constitutional argument is that 

dire consequences might result someday if the Special Division referred a related 

matter to an independent counsel without the Attorney General’s knowledge. 

Thus, the Department argues that “absent a consultation requirement, the Attorney 
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General would have no ready means even to know that an independent counsel 
had authority over a particular matter,” Opposition at p.36, and that “it would be 
odd indeed if allegations against ordinary citizens could be assigned to an inde- 
pendent counsel without the consent or even the knowledge of the Attorney 
General.” Opposition at pp.38-39 

A. The Department’s Abstract Objections Do Not Apply to the 

Present Application 

This notion that the Independent Counsel might pursue a referred 
matter of which the Attorney General is unaware leads the Department to unleash 
a parade of possible horrioies, which it articulates at pages 37 and 38 of its 
Opposition. The independent counsel’s investigation might, it is argued, interfere 
with an ongoing Justice Department investigation. Or it might conflict with a 
Department program to advance certain theories of law. Or there might be an 
overlap with an ongoing Department investigation. 

What is conspicuously absent from the Department’s entire argument 
is any discussion of how these possible horribles apply to the present matter. Here 
the Department is fully apprised of the referral the Independent Counsel seeks; it 
was served with a copy of the Application and given the opportunity to present its 
comments. Indeed, the Department was informed of the Independent Counsel’s 
intention to seek a referral, and of the investigative facts behind the request, well 
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in advance of the filing of the Application. While there might be a question as to 
whether and when it would be appropriate for an independent counsel to seek a 
referral from the Special Division without notice to the Attorney General, there is 
no occasion to address that question now because that is not what has happened. 

Even more to the point, the Department’s strident concern that dire 
consequences might result from a referral of which it does not approve has no 
relevance here. It has no relevance because the Department is totally unable to 
identify a single difficulty that would be caused by the specific referral now 
requested of the Sped- , l. ivision. Nowhere in its nearly 40 pages of briefing does 
the Department suggest for one moment that this referral would ifiterfere with an 
ongoing Justice Department investigation or that this referral would establish the 
wrong theory of law or that this referral might overlap an ongoing Department 
investigation. While the Department argues most vigorously that it must be given 
a veto over any referral because it alone might know of the dire consequences that 
would flow from the referral, it defeats that very argument by its own failure to 
articulate a single negative consequence that might flow from this referral} 

^If, on another occasion, an independent counsel were to request a referral, and 
if, on that occasion, the Attorney General were to present a substantial objection 
specific to that referral, the Special Division could accord that objection all due 
respect, and heed it if appropriate. Similarly, if an independent counsel were to seek 
a referral without informing the Attorney General, the Special Division could give 

(continued...) 
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Interestingly, according to footnote 17 of the Opposition, the Special 
Division has at least on one other occasion referred a matter to an independent 
counsel without the Department’s knowledge or approval. The Department does 
not suggest that this referral occasioned any of the dire consequences catalogued 
in the Opposition. 

B. The Statute Must Be Interpreted According to Its Plain Meaning 
Because of its inability to identify any actual difficulty flowing from 
the requested referral, the Department is forced to argue that the statute is 
unconstitutional on its :a But, “[a] facial challenge to a legislative Act is, of 
course, the most difficult challenge to mount successfully, since the challenger 
must establish that no set of circumstances exists under which the Act would be 
valid.” United States v. Salerno, 481 U.S. 739, 745 (1987). The Department does 
not begin to meet this burden here. 

Nevertheless, to remedy a perceived constitutional infirmity on the 
face of the statute, the Department asks the Special Division to rewrite the statute 
by inserting a new provision requiring Attorney General approval of any referral. 


*(... continued) 

consideration to whether the Attorney General should be consulted, and could seek 
consultation from the Anomey General unless there were a compelling reason not to 
do so. However, neither of these is the case at hand. 


Id 
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Since § 594(e) is clear that the Attorney General can make a referral without the 
Special Division’s approval, one is left to wonder under the Department’s rewrit- 
ten version of the statute why Congress would have bothered even to include the 
option of going to the Special Division. However, beyond the fact that the 
TDepartment’s proposed rewrite of the statute makes no sense, “[c]ourts are not free 
to rewrite a statute because they might deem its effects susceptible of improve- 
ment.” Badaracco v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 464 U.S. 386, 398 
(1984). 

While th artment insists that it is only asking for the statute to 
be “properly interpreted,” Opposition at p.25, the fact remains that'the requirement 
of Attorney General concurrence appears nowhere in the statute. The Depart- 
ment’s request that its veto power over referrals be interpreted into the statute is 
nothing more than a demand for the Spiecial Division to legislate into the statute a 
provision that Congress was at pains to exclude, as the legislative history of the 
amendments following /n re Olson, 818 F.2d 34 (D.C. Cir. 1987) clearly demon- 
strates. 

The Department argues that the 1987 amendments to the Act were not 
intended to overturn the holding in In re Olson that the Special Division cannot 
make referrals in the face of the Attorney General’s refusal, and cites legislative 
history to make its point. Of course, the language of a statute is far more reliable 
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evidence of legislative intent than the legislative history. United States v. Turketie, 
452 U.S. 578, 593 (1981), and here the plain meaning of the statute is apparent on 
its face. See also Park ‘N Fly, Inc. v. Dollar Park and Fly, 469 U.S. 189, 194 
(1984) (“Statutory construction must begin with the language employed by 
Congress and the assumption that the ordinary meaning of that language accu- 
rately expresses the legislative purpose.") Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the 
Department’s reading of the legislative history is simply wrong; overturning the 
result in Olson was both the ::i.tent and the effect of the amendments, as demon- 
strated below. 

As the Department notes, legislative proposals that w^uld remove the 
authority of the Attorney General over an independent counsel’s requests for 
referral or expansion were introduced in 1987, on the heels of the Olson decision. 
Opposition at p.29. Indeed, while the proposed amendments were pending, the 
Justice Department wrote to the House Judiciary Committee, objecting to the new 
language proposed in H.R. 2939, the House version of the amendments; 

Sections 593(c) and 594(e) appear to provide that the jurisdic- 
tion of an independent counsel may be expanded by the court in the 
absence of a request by the Attorney General. We have very strong 
constitutional objections to giving any court such power, and we 
believe it would be inconsistent with the court's recent decision in In 
re Olson, Div. No. 86-1 (D.C. Cir. Apr. 2, 1987). That decision made 
clear that the Attorney General's refusal to refer matters to the juris- 
diction of the independent counsel is conclusive on both the court and 
the independent counsel. We believe that the constitutional principle 
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underlying this decision also leads to the conclusion that the court has 
no power to refer matters to the independent counsel . . . in the 
absence of a request from the Attorney General that it do so. 

... To permit a court to refer related matters to an independent 
counsel without the approval of the Attorney General would trespass 
on a core executive branch function, and therefore is not constitution- 
ally permissible. 

Letter of John R. Bowlton, Assistant Attorney General, to Hon. Peter W. Rodino, 
Jr., accompanying H.R. Report No. 100-316, at pp.47-48. 

The language of H.R. 2939 amending § 594(e), which Justice so 
vigorously protested as changing the law to take the Attorney General out of the 
referral process, is the i. _....ige that Congress enacted. It is the language of the 

r 

law today, which the Department now claims “in no way changed the standards 
governing section 594(e) ‘related matter’ referrals.” Opposition at p.29.^ 

By the time the 1987 amendments went to conference, the Senate 
version required Attorney General approval of both a § 594(e) referral and a 
§ 593(b)(3) expansion of jurisdiction, while the House version required Anomey 
General approval for neither. The resulting statute was a compromise, adopting 
the Senate version of the expansion power (Attorney General request required) 


^Moreover, when the statute was re-enacted in 1994, the present .Attorney 
General supported its re-enactment, including the language of § 594(e), apparently 
not endorsing her predecessor’s disapproval of Special Division referrals without 
Attorney General acquiescence. See Senate Committee on Governmental .affairs: 
Hearings on S.24 at 1 1 -32 ( 1 993 ) (Statement of the Attorney General, .May 14.1 993 ). 
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and the House version of the referral power (Attorney General participation not 
required). The Conference Report makes this point crystal clear: 


SECTION (C): JURISDICTION OF INDEPENDENT COUNSELS 
Current law 

Current law permits the special court to expand the 
prosecutorial jurisdiction of an independent counsel upon the 
request of the Attorney General. In a separate provision, 
upon the request of either the Attorney General or the inde- 
pendent counsel, the special court is permitted to refer to an 
independent counsel matters which are related to his or her 
original jurisdiction. Under current law, it is unciear 
whether, in the case of a referrai requested by an independ- 
ent counsel, the special court must solicit the Attorney 
General's views on the request. It is also unclear whether 
the special court may refer a matter to the independent 
counsel who asked for it, if such referrai is opposed by the 
Attorney General. 

House bill 

The House bill makes it explicit that the special court 
may expand the jurisdiction of an independent counsel upon 
the counsel's request, as well as in response to the request 
of the Attorney General. . . . 

The House bill also changes the wording of the referral 
provision set forth in Section 594(e) to clarify but not 
change its scope. 


Senate amendment 
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The Senate amendment substantially re-drafts the 
provision on referral of matters to independent coun- 
sels. . . . 

In such circumstances, the Senate amendment requires 
the independent counsel to submit the information to the 
Attorney General. 

Conference agreement 

The conference agreement includes provisions from 
both the Senate amendment and the House bill. It follows 
the House language on the procedures to be followed by an 
independent counsel in seeking referral of a related matter 
under that independent counsel's jurisdiction or by the 
Attorney General in referring such matters to an independ- 
ent counsel. . . . 

Thus, when an independent counsel is confronted with 
new information about a criminal allegation involving a 
covered individual, depending upon the extent to which the 
matter may or may not fall within the independent counsel's 
original grant of jurisdiction, he or she must follow one of 
two procedures. For related matters, he or she must apply 
to the special court or ask the Attorney General for a referral 
of such matter pursuant to the jurisdiction originally set by 
the special court (or the Attorney General may refer such 
matter to the independent counsel on the Attorney Gen- 
eral's own initiative). . . . 

House Conference Report No. 100-452, 1987U.S. Code CoNG,& Admin. News at 
p.2185 (emphasis added). 

As the highlighted language in the above quotation makes clear, the 
legislative history shows exactly what it is that Congress was “clarifying” when it 
modified § 594(e). It was clarifying the previously unclear principle (unclear at 
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least in light of In re Olson) that Attorney General approval is not required for a § 
594(e) referral. 

C. The Statute As Written Is Constitutional 

There is no question then that Congress intended for the Special 
“Division to make § 594(e) referrals without Attorney General approval, exactly as 
the statute states. The Department argues that this raises “grave constitutional 
issues.” Opposition at p.30. This ipse dixit lacks legal and factual support. To the 
contrary, there are no constitutional problems, grave or otherwise, presented by 
the referral requested in the present application. 

The decision in Morrison v. Olson, 487 U.S. 654 (1988), leaves no 
doubt that Congress acted within constitutional bounds in empowering the Special 
Division to define the independent counsel’s jurisdiction in the first instance. 487 
U.S. at 679. When it does so, it is supposed to define the independent counsel’s 
jurisdiction so that it relates to the subject matter of the Attorney Gen^ ’.’s 
request. 28 U.S.C. § 593(b)(3). The Attorney General’s role is to decide whether 
an independent counsel is needed, and to lay out the facts upon which the appoint- 
ment is to be based. 28 U.S.C. §§ 592(c)(1) and (d). However, she is given no 
power to second-guess the Special Division’s definition of jurisdiction. Id. at 
§§ 593(b)(1) and (b)(3). As the Morrison decision makes clear, the_Constitution is 
not offended by the Special Division's e.xercise of power, even though the Attor- 
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ney General is afforded no opportunity to pass on it, and even though the Attorney 
General might vehemently disagree with the Special Division’s definition of 
jurisdiction. 

In other words, when the Attorney General applies for the appoint- 
ment of an independent counsel, and the Special Division makes the appointment, 
the Attorney General has no power to review either the Special Division’s 
selection of the Independent Counsel or its definition of his prosecutorial jurisdic- 
tion. 28 U.S.C. § 593(b). The statute relies on the integrity of the Special Divi- 
sion to ensure the appointment of a qualified person and that his jurisdiction is 
indeed related to the “subject matter” of the Attorney General’s reSjuest “and all 
matters related to that subject matter.” Id. at § 593 (b)(3). According to the 
Supreme Court, there is nothing wrong under the Constitution with this procedure. 
How then can it be unconstitutional for the Special Division later to determine that 
a matter is related to the independent counsel’s prosecutorial jurisdiction, even 
though the Attorney General has no power of review and the statute instead relies 
on the integrity of the Special Division to ensure that the referral is indeed related 
to the prosecutorial jurisdiction? In neither instance does the Attorney General 
have any recourse if she disagrees with the Special Division’s definition. Never- 
theless, according to the Department, one exercise of power is constitutional and 
the other is not. 
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Indeed, as the Court noted in Morrison, the referral power is much 
more limited than the power to define the jurisdiction in the first instance because 
the referral is circumscribed by the independent counsel’s prosecutorial jurisdic- 
tion. 487 U.S. at 680 n.l8. In this sense, the referral power “require[s] the court 
to exercise some judgment and discretion, but . . . [is] essentially ministerial.” 

Id at 681. Consequently, the Constitution cannot be offended when the Special 
Division exercises that power without giving the Attorney General a veto. 

The heart of the Department’s constitutionality argument is devoted 
to the proposition that a referral without its approval would encroach upon 
executive powers. See Opposition at pp.34-36. This argument, however, is based 
on a misreading of Morrison. The Supreme Court’s concern over usurpation of 
executive powers did not relate to the Special Division’s power to allocate 
jurisdiction between the Department and the independent counsel; this power is 
inherent in the statute and expressly approved by the Court. Rather, the Morrison 
Court was concerned with whether the Special Division might encroach on the 
independent counsel's executive powers by controlling his investigation too 
rigidly. 487 U.S. at 682-683, 695. 

Finally, as we noted above, the present Attorney General endorsed 
the re-enactment of the Act, including § 594(e), in 1994. Her support is difficult 
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to understand if the plain words of the statute provoke what the Department now 
describes as “grave constitutional issues.” 

Obviously, the requested referral would not encroach upon the 
executive’s powers to investigate; it would merely allocate those powers between 
the Department and the Independent Counsel. This is a process set in motion by 
the Attorney General’s original request for an appointment, and it is no more an 
encroachment at the time of referral than it is at the time of the initial request. All 
that changes is that, after a period of investigation, there is a clearer picture of 
what matters are related to the Independent Counsel’s prosecutorial jurisdiction, 
and the Special Division is being asked to sharpen its Jurisdictional defmition to 
respond to this reality. 

D. The Statute Cannot Be Rewritten to Give the Justice Department 

Control Over An Independent Counsel Investigation 

What is most obviously missing from the Justice Department’s 
Opposition is a recognition that, under the statutory scheme, it is supposed to be 
largely removed from the enforcement scheme once an independent counsel is 
appointed: 

[T]he 'entire purpose' of the . . . [Act is] to provide independence from 
the executive branch .... The legislative history of the Ethics Act 
shows a clear emphasis on establishing a prosecutorial office free of 
any conflict of interest that might arise where officials of the Execu- 
tive Branch are called upon to investigate their colleagues or superi- 
ors. See Senate Report 170 at 5-7, reprinted in 1978 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 

:8 
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4221-23. In addition, Congress sought in the Ethics Act to protect the 
independent counsel &om interference at the hands of Executive 
Branch officials (Emphasis added). 

In re Charge of Judicial Misconduct or Disability, 39 F.3d 374, 382 (D.C. Cir. 

1994). 

Likewise, the Supreme Court in Morrison noted that the unusual 
power of an interbranch appointment is justified, in part, because "Congress . . . 
was concerned . . . with the conflicts of interest that could arise in situations where 
the Executive Branch is called upon to investigate its own high-ranking officers." 
487 U.S. at 676. For the same reason, once the Independent Counsel's prosecuto- 
rial jurisdiction is defined under § 593{bXl), the policy behind the statute de- 
mands that the Department of Justice not be allowed to circumscribe the effective 
exercise of that jurisdiction through a veto over the pursuit of manors related to 
that jurisdiction. 

The Department makes a lengthy abstract argument to the effect that, 
in principle, the independent counsel might encroach on an existing Department 
investigation or prosecution; it just cannot identify any encroachment. However, 
the reciprocal problem is all too evident. The Justice Department demands a veto 
over a course of action that the Independent Counsel has identified as vital to the 
prosecution of his core subject matter. This would give the Justice Department 
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precisely the power — the power of interference — that the statute was designed to 
prevent. 

The Constitution cannot be read to require that the Attorney General 
be given this power. The Attorney General’s power to remove the independent 
counsel for cause is adequate to satisfy the constitutional requirement of separa- 
tion of powers, as the Court explained at length in Morrison. 487 U.S. at 693-696. 
The Constitution cannot and should not be read to give the Attorney General more 
power than this to interfere with an ongoing investigation and prosecution. 

IV. Conclusion 

The Justice Department has attempted to cast a straightforward 
request for referral, one which follows a procedure squarely within the language of 
the applicable statute, as some type of constitutional crisis. It identifies no 
deleterious consequences that would result if the referral is granted, but insists that 
the Application should be denied on principle — the principle being that the 
Attorney General should have complete control over whether a request for referral 
is granted. This is not the law, and should not be the law, because the entire 
premise of the Independent Counsel statute is that the Attorney General is not 
supposed to control the course of the investigation. The Special Division should 
reject the Attorney General’s bid to assert a veto power over the Application, and 


30 



170 


should consider it on the merits. The merits dictate that the request should be 
granted. 


DATED; February 26, 1996 Respectfully submitted, 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FIIED MAY 22 1996 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

Division for the Purpose of 
Appointing Independent Counsels 

Ethics in Government Act of 1978, As Amended 

If^re: Alphonso Michael (Mike) Espy Division No. 94-2 

Before: Sentelle, Presiding Judge, and Blftzner and Fay, Senior Circuit Judges. 

order 

Upon consideration of Independent Counsel Donald C. Smaltz's notice of indictment 
obtained pursuant to the order filed under seal in the 2 d>ove‘Captioned matter on April 1 . 1 996. 
and the requirement of 28 U.S.C. § 593(bX4) that the identity and prosecutorial jurisdiction of 
the independent counsel be made public when any indictment is returned pursuant to the 
independent counsel's investigation, it is 

ORDERED that, upon the return of the indictments, Independent Counsel Smaliz is 
authorized to make public his prosecutorial jurisdiction set forth in the order filed under seal on 
April 1, 1996. It is 

FURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk unseal the April 1, 1996, order. 

Per Curiam 

For the Court: 
by 


Mark J. Langer. Clerk 



, Marilyn R. Sargent 
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workers considered particulariy onerous, re- 
quired the employee to lift heavy boxes and 
bags all day. Even though the employer 
cannot lawfully consider Kussair’s Union ac- 
tivity as a justification for denying him a 
position^ the particular facts in Kussair’s case 
do not justify the Board’s determination that 
Diamond discrixninated against Kussair. 
Kussair did not initially ask to be a loader: 
he was not a loads’ at the time he went on 
strike: he was told he could transfer into a 
loader spot and he refused: and the employ- 
er could not have known that he would have 
preferred a strenuous job over a tedious one. 
Since there was no discriminatory treatment 
to begin with, the fact that the AL3 rejected 
the employer's Fleetwood defense is iirele- 
vant; there has been no NLRA violation. 

In the growers’ department, Kussair had 
trouble meeting his 17,000 grams/day quota, 
and received oral reprimands three times 
during his first two weeks. After the third 
reprimand, he hollered at his supervisor and 
was given a written reprimand. The Boaid 
ordered that the written reprimand be re- 
moved from his files, because it ‘Vas the 
product of the unlawful job assignment." 
JA 18. Since the evidence does not support 
the conclusion that the assignment was un- 
lawful. the order regarding the reprimand 
must be reversed as well. 

III. Conclusion 

Contrar}’ to established legal precedent 
the majority today approves penalties te^'eied 
at returning workers based on mere specula- 
tion that the workers — whom the employer 
admits had good records with the company 
and about whom the employer had no. indi- 
vidualized concems~will sabotage the com- 
pany’s product or themselves become the 
victims of co-worker violence. Unlike the 
majority, I believe that the Board coirecUy 
applied the law to the facts when it decided 
that Diamond had violated the NLRA. The 
record amply supports the Board's conclu- 
sion that these workers did not pose a sen- 
ous threat to the purity’ of Diamond brand 
walnuts or to the safety of either themselves 
or their fellow employees. We should there- 


fore deny Diamond’s petition for review of 
the Board’s order. 



In re Alphonse Michael (Mike) ESPY. 

Division No. 94-2. 

United States Court of Appeals. 
District of Columbia Circuit. 

(Division for the Purpose of Appointing In- 
dependent Counsels Ethics in CSovem- 
ment Act of 1978, as Amended). 

April 1, 1996. 


Independent counsel appointed to inves- 
tigate alleged improper receipt of gifts by 
Secretary’ of Agriculture filed application for 
referral of related matter under Ethics in 
Government Act. The Court of Appeals held 
that: (1) provision of Ethics in (jovemment 
Act stating that either Attorney General or 
court may refer related matter to indepen- 
dent counsel permitted court to refer related 
matter without concurrence of Attorney Gen- 
eral; (2) under provision, court is interpret- 
ing. but not expanding, independent coun- 
sel’s original prosecutorial jurisdiction: (3) 
relatedness under provision depends upon 
procedural and factual link between Office of 
Independent Counsel’s (QIC) original prose- 
cutorial jurisdiction and matter sought to be 
referred; and (4) atteged receipt of gifts by 
associates of Secretary of Agriculture in re- 
turn for favorable treatment by Department 
of Agriculture was sufficiently related to in- 
dependent counsel's original investigation of 
Secretary’'s alleged acceptance of gifts from 
parties with business pending before Depart- 
ment to permit court to refer matter to 
independent counsel as “related matter." 

Application granted. 
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1. United States ^40 

Ptmision of Ethics in Government A^t 
stating that either Attorney General or court 
may refei' related matter to independent 
counsel permitted court to refer related mat- 
ter without concurrence of Attorney General 
28 U.S.C.A. § 594(e). 

2. Constitutional Law ^48(3). 70.1(2) 

Coiut is bound to construe statute to 
save it tram constitutional infinnities: how- 
ever. this canon of construction does not give 
court prerogative to ignore legislative will in 
order to avoid constitutional adjudication, 
and couit must not carry this precept to 
point of judicially rewriting statute. 

3. Statutes 

Canons of construction ordinahly sug- 
gest that statutory terms connected by dis- 
junctive be given separate meaning, and 
statute written in disjuncth’e is generally 
construed as setting out separate and dis- 
tinct alteraatives. 

4. Constitutional Law e»70.1(12) 

United States 4^=40 

Under provision of Ethics in (govern- 
ment Act pennitting court to refer related 
matter to independent counsel without con- 
currence of Attorney General, court is inter- 
preting. but not expanding, independent 
counsel's original prosecutorial jurisdiction, 
thus peiTnitting court to make explicit inde- 
pendent counsel’s jurisdiction over matter 
that was implicitly included in original grant 
of prosecutorial jurisdicuon. 28 U.5.C.A. 
5 594(e). 

5. Constitutional Law ^70.1(12) 

United States ^40 

Court of Appeals' referral power under 
Ethics in (Tovernment Act proMsion permit- 
ting Court to refer related matter to inde- 
pendent counsel without concurrence of At- 
torney (kneral does not exceed boundaries 
of Court’s power to define independent coun- 
sel’s jurisdicuon and avoids constitutional dif- 
ficulties that arise when executive duties of 
noi\judicial nature are imposed on Article III 
judges. U.S.CA. Const Art 3. § 1 et seq.; 
28 U.S.CA. $ 584(e). 


d Constitutional Law «s»70.1( 12) 

United States ^40 
Relatedness under Ethics in Gov^i^ 
ment Act provision permitting Court of V 
peals to refer related matters to mdepeaoait 
counsel vithout concurrence of Attorn^ 
General depends upon procedural and Actual 
link between Office of Independent Counseri 
(OIO original prosecutorial jurisdiction and 
matter sought to be referred. 28 UACa. 
i S94(e). 

7. United States ®=40 

Alleged receipt of gifts by associates of 
Secretary of Agriculture in return for favoiv 
able treatment by Department of Agriculbne 
was sufficiently related to independent ecus- 
sel’s original investigation of Secretary’s al- 
leged acceptance of gifts from parties with 
business pending before Department to per- 
mit Court of Appeals to refer matter lo 
independent counsel as “related matter’ m- 
der Ethics in Government Act 28 U5.CA 
§ 594(e). 

See publication Words and Phnucs 
for other judicial constructions and def- 
initions. 


On Application for Referral of a Related 
Matter. 

Before: SENTELLE, Presiding, and 
BUTZNER and FAY, Senior Circuit Judges. 

Opinion for the Special Court filed PER 
CURIAM. 

PER CURIAM; 

Independent Counsel Donald C. Smaltx 
submits an application for referral of a rdat- 
ed mdtter under section 594<e) of the Ethica 
in Government Act of 1978, as amended, 28 
UG.C. 5 691-599 (1994) Cfthe Acfl. For the 
reasons set forth below, the application ■ 
granted. 

INTRODUCTION 

This court appointed Donald C. Smaltz as 
Independent Cwnsel (“KTO in the matter /<• 
nr Alpkotuo Miehaet (Mike) Eepy, No. 94-2, 
on September 9, 1994, in response to the 
Attorney General’s appUcation under seetioa 
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592(c)( 1KA) for the appointment of an inde* 
pendent counsel with the authority to investi* 
gate whether Alphonso Michael (Mike) Espy. 
Secretary of Agriculture, committed a viola* 
tion of any federal criminal law relating in 
any way to the acceptance of gifts by him 
from organizations or individuals with busi- 
ness pending before the Department of Agri- 
culture. The order appointing IC Smaltz set 
forth his jurisdiction as follows: 

Donald C. Smaltz ... is hereby appoint- 
ed Independent Counsel with power, 
independent authority, and jurisdiction to 
investigate to the maximum extent autho- 
nzed by the Independent Counsel Reau- 
thorization Act of 1994 whether Alphonso 
Michael (Mike) Espy, Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, has committed a violation of any fed- 
eral criminal law, other than a Class B or 
C misdemeanor or infraction, relating in 
any way to the acceptance of gifts by him 
from organizations or individuals with 
business pending before the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jur- 
isdiction and authority to investigate other 
allegations or evidence of violation of any 
federal criminal law, other than a Class B 
or C misdemeanor or infraction, by any 
organization or 'ndividual developed during 
the Independent Counsel’s investigation 
referred to above and connected with or 
arising out of that investigation. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jur- 
isdiction and authority to investigate any 
violation of 28 U.S.C. § 1826, or any ob- 
struction of the due administration of jus- 
tice. or any material false testimony or 
statement in violation of federal criminal 
law, in connection with any investigation of 
the matters described above. 

The Independent Counsel shall have jur- 
isdiction and authority to seek indictments 
and to prosecute any organizations or indi- 
viduals involved in any of the matters de- 
scribed above, who are reasonably believed 
to have committed a violation of any feder- 
al criminal law arising out of such matters, 
including organizations or individuals who 
have engaged in an unlawful conspiracy or 
who have aided or abetted any federal 
offense. 


The Independent Counsel shall have aU 
the powers and authority provided by the 
Independent Counsel Reauthorization Act 
of 1994. It is 

FURTHER ORDERED by the Court 
that the Independent Counsel, as autho- 
rized by 28 U.S.C. § 594, shall have prose- 
cutorial jurisdiction to fully investigate and 
prosecute the subject matter with respect 
to which the Attorney (jeneral requested 
the ^pointment of independent counsel as 
hereinbefore set forth, and all matters and 
individuals whose acts m^ be related to 
that subject matter, inclusive of authority 
to investigate and prosecute federal crimes 
(other than those classified as CHass B or C 
misdemeancns or infractions) that may 
arise out of the above described matter, 
including perjury, obstruction of justice, 
desfruction of evidence, and intimidation of 
witnesses. 

IC Smaltz has filed an application for re- 
ferral of a related matter pursuant to section 
594(e). This section provides 
An independent counsel may ask the At- 
torney cieneral or the division of the court 
to refer to the independent counsel mat- 
ters related to the independent counsel’s 
prosecutorial jurisdiction, and the Attorney 
General or the division of the court, as the 
case may be, may refer such matters. If 
the Attorney General refers a matter to an 
independent counsel on the Attorney Gen- 
eral’s own initiative, the independent coun- 
sel may accept such referral if the matter 
relates to the independent counsel's i»use- 
cutorial jurisdiction. If the Attorney Gen- 
eral refers any matter to the independent 
counsel pursuant to the independent coun- 
sel’s request, or if the independent counsel 
accepts a referral made by the Attorney 
Genml on the Attorney Cieneral’s own 
initiative, the independent counsel shall so 
notify the division of , the court. 

28 U.S.C. § 594(e). In the application, IC 
Smaltz states that, during the course of his 
investigation, he has developed substantive 
evidence of violations of federal criminal law 
by associates of Secretary Espy in matters 
related to the original grant of jurisdiction 
wherein the persons involved, patterns of 
conduct, witnesses, underlying facts, and ap- 
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plicable law overlap with his investigation of 
whether Secretary Espy accepted gifts from 
organizations or individuals with business 
pending before the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

The Department of Justice (“DOJ”) oppos- 
es IC Smaltz's application for referral on two 
grounds. First, DOJ argues that section 
594(e) must be read to require the concur- 
rence of the Attorney General before this 
court can refer related matters to an inde- 
pendent counsel. Second. DOJ maintains 
that the new matter is not sufficiently con- 
nected to IC Smaltz’s original grant of juris- 
diction to meet section 594(e)'s requirement 
that the matter to be referred be related to 
the independent counsel's current prosecuto- 
rial jurisdiction. 

DISCUSSION 

A. Can the court refer a related matter 
under section 594(e)? 

[1] As noted above, section 594(e) gives 
an independent counsel a choice between 
asking the Attorney C^neral or the special 
division for referral of a related matter and 
further states that either the Attorney Gen- 
eral or the court may refer such matters. 
Reminding the court that "it is the duty of 
federal courts to construe a statute in order 
to save it from constitutional infirmities.” 
Mormon v. Olaon, 4S7 U.S. 654. 682. 108 
S.Ct. 2597, 2614. 101 L.Ed.2d 569 (1988). 
DOJ maintains that the section must be in- 
terpreted as requiring the concurrence of 
the Attorney (^neral in such a referral to 
avoid the constitutional problems that would 
be created by permitting judicial allocation 
of prosecutorial jurisdiction over the objec- 
tion of the Executive Branch. See. e.g.. 
United States r. Nixon. 418 U.S. 683. 693, 
94 S.Ct. 3090. 3100. 41 L.Ed.2d 1039 (1974) 
(noting that the Executive Branch has e.xclu- 
sive authority to decide whether to prose- 
cute a case); Mormon v. Olson. 487 U.S. at 
680, lOS S.Ct. at 2613 (observing that one 

I. The previous version of seciion 594(e) (1982) 
read as follows. "A(n] independent counsel may 
ask (he Aitomev General or the division of the 
court to refer manors related to the independent 
ccHinsel's prosecutorial jurisdiction A(n] inde- 
pendent counsel mav accept referral of a matter 


purpose of prohibiting a court’s exercise of 
executive or administrative duties of a 
judicial nature is to maintain the separatioQ 
between the Judiciary and the other branch- 
es of government by ensuring that judges do 
not encroach upon executive or legislative 
authority). In Morrison v. Olson, the Court 
considered the various powers the Act be- 
stowed on this court and concluded that tb^ 
"do not impermissibly trespass upon the au- 
thority of the Executive Branch.” 487 U.S. 
at 680-81. 108 S.Ct at 2613. This, in turn, 
lead the Court to the conclusion that the Act 
as a whole "does not violate the separation- 
of-powers principle by impermissibly inttf- 
fering with the functions of the Executive 
Branch.” fd at 696-97, 108 S.Ct at 2622. 
DOJ argues that constniing section 594(e) as 
IC Smaltz urges, however, would constitute 
a significant encroachment on executive pow- 
er and would therefore violate the aepara- 
don-of-powers principles elucidated in Mor- 
rison V. Olson. 

In /n « Olson. 818 F.2d 34. 47 (D.C.Cir. 
1967), the court considered a |»evious ver- 
sion of section 594(e ) ' and concluded that it 
could not refer a matter that the Attoaney 
(^neral had already determined under sec- 
don 592(bKl) should not be pursued. 
Though recognizing that Olson does not 
plainly dispose of the instant quesdon be- 
cause the Attorney General has not already 
determined under section 592(bKl) that the 
instant matter should not be pursued, DOJ 
argues that Olson’s logic leads to the conclu- 
sion that the affirmative concurrence of the 
Attorney General is required before the 
court can refer any matter to an independent 
counsel. Otherwise, DOJ asserts, an inde- 
pendent counsel, going directly to the court 
for authority over additional matters, as IC 
dnaltz has done, could sidestep the restric- 
tions imposed by Olson and implied by the 
overall structure of the Act id at 47 
(observing that to permit the court to refer 
allegations to the IC when the Attorney <jen* 
eral has specifically determined under sec- 

by the Attorney General, if the maner relates lo ■ 
maner within such independent counsers prose- 
cutorial jurisdiction as esubiished by the divtstoo 
trf the court. If such a referral is accepted, die 
independent counsel shall notify the division of 
the court.” 
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tion 592(b)(1) that those allegations should 
not be pursued would undercut the intent of 
section 592(b)(1) and ‘’permit the accomplish- 
ment by indirect means of a result that the 
statute prohibits bmng accomplished by di- 
rect means’O- 

IC Smaltz responds that the statute must 
be interpreted in accordance with its plain 
meaning, noting that *te)ourts are not autho- 
rized to rewrite a statute because they might 
deem its effects susceptible of improvement** 
Badameco v. Commiasioner of Internal Rev‘ 
mve, 464 U.S. 386, 398. 104 S.Ct 756. 764, 78 
ti;(l2d 549 (1984). The requirement of the 
Attorney (general’s affirmative concurrence 
in a referral appears nowhere in the statute, 
and IC Smaltz argues that DOTs request 
that the statute be interpreted to include 
such a requirement is no more than a de- 
mand that this court legislate into the statute 
a provision that Congress was at pains to 
exclude, as evidenced by the legislative histo- 
ry of the amendments to section S94(e) fol- 
lowing the decision in Olson, Specifically, IC 
Smalta argues that in 1987, after Olson, Con- 
gress proposed amendments to section 
594(e), with the Senate version requiring the 
Attorney General's approval both for a refer- 
ral under section 594(e) and for an expansion 
of jurisdiction under section 593(c) and the 
House version not requiring the Attorney 
(General’s approval under either section. IC 
Smaltz characterizes the resulting amend- 
ment as a compromise, under which the At- 
torney (jeneral’s approval was required for 
section 593(c) expansions but not for section 
594(e) referrals. See H.R.Conf.Rep. No. 452. 
lOOth C^ng., 1st Sess. (1987). reprinted in 
1987 U.S.C.CA.N. 2150, 2195. Accordingly. 
IC Smaltz maintains that ^en Congress 
amended section 594(e). it clarified that the 
Attorney General’s approval is not required 
for referrals under that section. 

[2, 3] It is certainly true that a court is 
bound to construe a statute to save it from 
constitutional infirmities. Momson v. 01- 
S07U 487 U.S. at 682, 108 S.Ct at 2614. “It is 
equally true, however, that this canon of 
construction does not give a court the pre- 
rogative to ignore the legislative will in order 
to avoid constitutional adjudication,'’ Com- 
modity FiUures Trading Commission v. 


Schor. 478 U.S. 833. 841. 106 S.Ct 3245. 
3251. 92 L.Ed.2d 675 (1986), and a court 
must not carry this precept to the point of 
judicially rewriting a statute. Aptheker v. 
Secretary of State^ 378 U.S. 500. 515, 84 S.Ct 
1659, 1668. 12 L.Ed.2d 992 (1964). The plain 
language of section 594(e) in no way suggests 
that the concurrence of the Attorney General 
Is required before the court can refer a relat- 
ed mattm' to an independent counsel upon 
the counsel's request; rather, it plainly con- 
templates the opposite. The section states, 
“An independent counsel may ask the Attor- 
ney General -or the dttrtston of the court to 
refer to the independent counsel matters re- 
lated to the independent counsel's prosecuto- 
rial jurisdiction, and the Attorney (General or 
the division of the court as the case may be, 
may refer such matters.** 28 U.S.C. § 594(e) 
(emphasis added). “Canons of construction 
ordinarily suggest that terms connected by a 
disjunctive be given separate meanings,** 
Reiter v. Sonotone Corporation, 442 U.S. 
330, 339, 99 S.Ct 2326. 2331. 60 L.Ed.2d 931 
(1979), and a statute written in the disjunc- 
tive is generally construed as “setting out 
separate and distinet alternatives.** United 
States V. Behnezhad, 907 P.2d 896, 898 (9th 
Cir.1990). ITius, Congress' use of the dis- 
junctive “or** in this section (twice) indicates 
it gave the independent counsel a choice be- 
tween going to the Attorney (^neral or to 
the court for a referral and that the Attorney 
General or the court could grant such a 
referral. 

Notably, the section also carefiiUy specifies 
that if the Attorney (^neral refers a related 
matter to the independent counsel pursuant 
to the counsel’s request or the independent 
counsel accepts a referral from the Attorney 
(jeneraJ on the Attorney (jeneral's own initia- 
tive. “the independent qpunsel shall so notify 
the division of the court." 28 U.5.C. 

$ 594(e). It is simply too great a stretch to 
believe that Congress would explicitly spell 
oui the independent counsel's relatively mi- 
nor du^ of notifying the court when he or 
she receiv'es a referral from the Attorney 
General but then, in the same section, im- 
plicitly impose on the court the m^or duty 
of conferring with the Attorney General and 
getting her concurrence before referring a 
related matter. 
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The previous version of section 594(e) stat- 
ed that the independent counsel **may ask 
the Attorney General or the division of the 
court to refer matters related to the indepen- 
dent counsel’s jn^>secutorial juiisdietioBu’' 28 
U.S.C. § 594(e) (1982). Congress amended 
this sentence by adding *‘and the Attorney 
(General or the division of the court, as the 
ease may be, may refer such matters,” 28 
U.S.C. § 594(e) (1994). In short, by its plain 
meaning, the amendment to section 594(e) 
after this court’s decision in Olton clarified 
that the section permits the court to refer a 
related matter to an independent counsel 
without the concurrence of the Attorney (Gen- 
eral. See H.R.Conf.Rep. No. 452, reprinUd 
in 1987 U.S.C.CA.N. at 2194-95 (explaining 
that for related matters, the independent 
counsel “must apply to the special court or 
ask the Attorney (General for a referral" and 
that for “matters outside the scope of the 
independent counsel’s jurisdiction, he or she 
must foru*ard the information to the Attor- 
ney General for the conduct of a preliminary 
investigation which could result in the expan- 
sion of that independent counsel’s jurisdiction 
or the appointment of a new Independent 
counsel"). The amendment addressed the 
concerns raised by Olaon regarding an inde- 
pendent counsel’s ability to gain by indirect 
means a grant of jurisdiction that was pro- 
hibited by direct means. It did so by clarify- 
ing that to obtain expanded jurisdiction over 
unrelated matters not covered by the original 
grant of prosecutorial jurisdiction, an inde- 
pendent counsel must follo\^' the require- 
ments of section 593(c)(2) and submit the 
information to the Attorney General, who 
Chen conducts a prebminary investigation. * 
Matters that are related to the independent 
counsel's prosecutohai jurisdiction, however, 
are governed by section 594(e> and the IC 
may either ask the Attorney (jeneral or Uie 
court for a referral and “the Attorney Gener- 
al or the division of the court, as the case 
may be. may refer such matters." 

In sum. we conclude that to construe the 
statute as DOJ urges would amount to judi- 
cially rewriting it and this we will not do, 
even to avoid constitutional difficulties. 


B. What is a reforal of a related matto 
by the court under section 594(e)? 

Having determined that under the Ao^^ 
court can refer a related matter to an 
pendent counsel under section 594(e) withm 
the concurrence of the Attorney Genera^ 
must consider how to detennine what oonst^* 
tute related matters. In this inquiry we 
address some of the constitutional conceit 
raised by DOJ in the previous discussion 

When the court in Olson decided that it 
could not refer to the Independent Counsel a* 
matter the Attorney General had already 
twice refused to pursue, it then considered 
whether IC Morrison’s original grant of 
isdiction ah^ady covered the matter over 
which she sought the referral. 818 F2d at 
47-48. After reviewing the Independent 
Counsel’s original grant of jurisdiction, the 
court concluded that the Attorney General’s 
failure to refer certain allegations against 
specific parties aUeged to have conspired 
with Olson “simply cannot impinge upon the 
Independent (Counsel’s current jurisdiction,* 
which included the power to investigate other 
allegations arising out of the investigation, 
such as whether Olson conspired with others 
to withhold information. Id. Thus, the 
court could not amend the IC’s jurisdiction to 
permit investigation of the specific parties is 
“separate subjects." but it could clarify that 
the IC had the authority to investigate those 
parties as part of an aUeged conspiracy that 
included Olson. Id. In Aforrrson v. Olson, 
the Supreme Court reviewed whether this 
court in Olsm had the power to expound w 
the reach of IC Morrison’s original grant ^ 
jurisdiction and determined that it did, rea-^ 
soning that “the power to Veinterpref or 
clarify the original grant may be seen as 
incidental to the court’s referral power. Af- 
ter all, in order to decide whether to refo* a, 
matter to the counsel, the court must be aUe^ 
to detennine whether the matter falls within 
the scope of the original grant" 487 UiL ait 
685 n. 22. 108 S.Ct at 2615 n. 22. The Court 
also observed that section 594(e) does not 
empower this court to expand an indepen- 
dent counsel's jurisdiction, but rather, to re- 
fer matters that are related to his or her 
prosecutorial jurisdiction, “as already de- 
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fined.” Id. at 680 n. 18. 108 S.Ct at 2613 n. 

18 . 

(4» 51 The plain language of section 
594(e). the structure of the amended Act. and 
the legislative history of the amendment to 
the section discussed above, along with the 
Court's observations about the section in 
Morriion v. Olaorw lead us to the following 
understanding of what constitutes a referral 
of a related matter by this court under the 
Act In referring a related matter, this court 
is interpreting, but not expanding, the inde- 
pendent counseFs original prosecutorial juris- 
diction, thus permitting the court to make 
explicit the independent counsel's jurisdiction 
over a matter that was implicitly included in 
the ohginal grant of prosecutorial jurisdic- 
tion.^ Accordingly, this court's referral pow- 
er under section 594(e) does not exceed the 
boundaries of our power to define an inde- 
pendent counsel's jurisdiction as delineated 
in Morrison v. Olson 487 U.S. at 679. 108 
S.Ct at 2612-13, and avoids the constitution- 
al difficulties identified by DOJ that arise 
when executive duties of a nonjudicial nature 
are imposed on judges holding office under 
Article in of the Constitution. See Buckley 
V. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1. 123. 96 S.Ct 612. 684- 
85, 46 L.Ed.2d 659 (1976). This construction 
is bolstered by the requirement in section 
593(b)(3) that the court, when defining an 
independent counsel’s prosecutorial jurisdic- 
tion. "assure that the independent counsel 
has adequate authority to fully investigate 
and prosecute the subject matter with re- 
spect to which the Attorney General has 
requested the appointment of the indepen- 
dent counsel, and all matters related to that 
subject maUer.” 28 U.S.C. § 593(bK3) (em- 
phasis added); see also United States v. Wil- 
son 26 F.3d 142, 148 (D.C.Cir.l994), cert 

denied — U.S. . 115 S.Ct. 1430. 131 

L.Ed.2d 311 (1995). This is why the scope of 
an independent counsel's jurisdiction "can be 
both wide in perimeter and fuzz}' at the 
borders.” Wilson 26 FJd at 148. 

2. While one might aak why a referral h>' (he 
court is even necesaar>' if ii mereiv explicates 
matters already under an independent counsel's 
jurisdiction, such clariBcatioru can streamltne 
threshold jurisdictional inquines. For example. 


(6j We must next consider what qualities 
as a related matter under the statute and 
within the confines of this court's power to 
define an independent counsel’s jurisdiction. 
In Aformon v. Olson the Court stated that 
Congress could not give this court unlimited 
discretion to determine the independent 
counsel’s jurisdiction and held that or- 
der for the Division's definition of the coun- 
sel's jurisdiction to be truly incidental’ to its 
power to appoint, the jurisdiction that the 
court decides upon must be demonstrably 
related to the factual drcumstances that gave 
rise to the Attorney General's investigation 
and request for the appointment of the inde- 
pendent counsel in the particular case.” 487 

U. .S. at 679. 106 S.Ct at 2613 (footnote omit- 
ted). This contrasts with the Attorney (jen- 
eral’s broader referral power, which is not 
constrained by separation-of-powers con- 
cerns. In United States v. Tucker, 78 F 2d 
1313. the Eighth Circuit observed that the 
limitation on this court’s authority to define 
an independent counsel's jurisdiction is the 
result of constitutional concerns, and it con- 
cluded that the Attorney (jeneral is not simi- 
larly subject to the "demonstrably related” 
limitation. Based on the overlap in wit- 
nesses and in defendants between the origi- 
nal prosecutorial jurisdiction and the referral 
jurisdiction at issue, and the relationship be- 
tween the originally named parties and those 
named in the referral, the court held. "We 
have no difficulty in concluding that the re- 
quired relatedness between original and re- 
ferral jurisdiction is present here.” Id at 
1313. Although a matter referred by this 
court, rather than by the Attorney (SeneraL 
has to meet an apparently higher standard of 
being "demonstrably related.” see Morrieon 

V. OUon 487 US. 679, 108 S.Ct at 2613. 
Tucker still provides useful guidance for sec- 
tion 594(e) refeitals, and we will follow its 
conclusion that "relatedness for purposes of 
referral under § 594(e) depends upon the 
procedural and factual link between the 
OlCs original prosecutorial jurisdiction and 

the )unsdicuon of the Independent Counsel in 
the Bspy matter has already been tested in dis- 
trict court by forty-three motions. See also Unit- 
ed States V. Tuciter. 78 F.3d 1313 (8th Cir.1996). 
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the matter sought to be referred” Tucker. 
78 FAi 1313. 

C. Is the new matter sufficiently related 
to the lC"s prosecutorial jurisdiction? 

[7] It remains only for us to apj^ our 
analysis to the facts before us to determine 
adiethtf the new matter is dononstrably re> 
lated to the factual circumstances underlying 
the Attorney General's original investigation 
and request for j^pointment of an indepen- 
dent counsel, such that it was implicitly in- 
cluded in IC Smalta's original prosecutorial 
jurisdiction.^ In making this determination, 
we bear in mind that section 594(e) imHcates 
that the independent counsel has a role in 
deciding vdiether a refeiral matter relates to 
his or her prosecutorial jurisdiction. The 
section provides, ‘"If the Attorney General 
refers a matter to an independent counsel on 
the AttoiTiey (^neral's own initiative, the 
independent counsel may accept such refer- 
ral if the inatter relates to the independent 
counsel's prosecutorial jurisdieiiotL" 28 
U.S.C. § 594(e) (emphasis added). As noted 
in Tucker. 78 F.3d 1313. the independent 
counsel, because of his “intimate knowledge 
of the course of the investigation, including 
witness statements, and of other proceedings 
that may be ongoing before the grand jury,” 
is well-situated to make the relatedness de- 
termination. as is the Attorney (general when 
referring a matter to an independent counsel 
on his or her ovmi initiative. 

IC Smaltz maintains that the referral mat- 
ter directly overlaps His current jurisdiction 
in terms of persons involved, witnesses, pat- 
terns of conduct, and applicable law, and that 
the factual basis of the referral matter arose 
directly from his investigation of whether 
Secretaiy Espy violated any federal criminal . 
law relating in any way to the acceptance of 
gifts by him from organizations or individuals 
with business pending before the Depart- 
ment of Agncuiture. While he concedes that 
the original jurisdictional mandate makes no 
specific mention of the precise factual mat- 
ters underl\*ing his referral request. IC 
Smaltz explains that they share the common 

3. This discussion will necessanly be in general 
terms to preserve conridemialiiy. See 28 U.S.C. 


foundation of ailegadons of improper influ- 
ence exerted in connection with items pend- 
ing before the Department of Agriculture in 
return for favors or gifts to Secretary Espy 
or those close to him. suggesting an ongoing 
pattern of such dealings, and that certain 
dose associates of Secretar}’ Espy are deeply 
mvdved in all of these matters. 

DOJ asserts that the matter for which 1C 
Smaltz seeks referral is not suffidently relat- 
ed to his current |»nsecutorial jurisdiction 
because the connection between the alleged 
wrongdoing by Secretary Espy’s associates 
and the improper acceptance of gifts by Espy 
is too speculative. In DOXs view', a referral 
matter must directly relate to the indepen- 
dent counsel’s current jurisdiction or be nec- 
essary to advance the resolution of the mat- 
ter already entrusted to the independent 
counsel. DOJ maintains that to permit re- 
feral in other drcumstances gives an inde- 
pendent counsel unfimited jurisdiction and 
power to prosecute anyone whose path may 
have crossed that of the named subject of the 
investigation. The proper course in DOJ's 
view is for IC Smaltz to allow DOJ to investi- 
gate the new matters and determine whether 
to prosecute any federal offenses it may dis- 
cover. 

IC Smaltz’s original prosecutorial jurisdic- 
tion covers the receipt of gifts by Secretaiy- 
Espy ftom individuals or companies ha\'ing 
business before the Department of Agricul- 
ture. Obviously, the concern motivating such 
an investigation is that a cabinet Secretary' 
may have been influenced improperly to fa- 
vor or intervene in the gift-givers’ causes 
pending before his or her Department The 
original jurisdiction also included the authori- 
^ to investigate other allegations or e%idence 
of criminal violations “by any organization or 
individual developed during the Independent 
Counsel’s investigation referred to above and 
connected with or arising out of that investi- 
gation.” IC Smaltz has described the factual 
and procedural basis connecting his original 
jurisdiction and the referral he seeks and 
supported his arguments with the affidavits 

§ 592(e). 
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of the agents who uncovered the new matters 
during their investigation. 

We conclude IC Smaltz has shovim that the 
new matter is demonstrably related to the 
factual circumstances that gave rise to the 
Attorney General’s initial investigation and 
request for appointment of an independent 
counsel. He has identified evidence allied- 
ly showing a pattern of conduct invoKing 
payments or gifts to Espy and his close 
associates in return for favorable treatment 
by the Department of Agriculture, vriiich was 
de^'eloped during the IC’s original investiga- 
tion of Secretary Esp/s acceptance of gifts 
from parties with business pending before 
the Department of Agriculture and which 
arose out of that investigation and is connect- 
ed with it. Accordingly, we grant the appli- 
cation for referral of a related matter under 
section 594(e}. 

CONCLUSION 

The application of Independent Counsel 
Smalt 2 for refeiral of a related matter under 
section 594(e) of the Ethics in Government 
Act of 1978 is granted. The matter shall be 
refen'ed to Independent Counsel Smalti by 
way of the attached, sealed order. 



Isabel ARIAS, et at.. .Appellants 

V. 

UNITED STATES SERVICE 
INDUSTRIES. INC., 

Appellee. 

No. 95-7158. 

United States Court of Appeals. 
District of Columbia Circuit. 

Ai^ed March 8. 19%. 

Decided April 5. 1996. 

Employees brought action against em- 
ployer alleging violation of Fair Labor Stan- 


dards Act (FLSA) and District of Columbia 
wage laws. The United States District 
Court of the District of Columbia, Harold H. 
Greene. J.. entered Judgment for employer 
and employees appealed. The Court of Ap- 
peals held that: (1) employees met their 
burden of proof of showing overtime hours 
and wages which they had woriced and which 
&nployer had failed to pay in violation of 
PL^A and overtime regulations under Dis- 
trict of Columbia law, and (2) emplo}^ was 
entitled to $1,866.75 in actual and $1366.75 in 
liquidated damages for unpaid premium 
wages for split shifts she worked for employ- 
er under District of Columbia law. 

Rev^^ed in part, vacated and remand- 
ed. 


1. Labor Relations ^1533 

Employees met their burden of proof of 
showing overtime hours and wages which 
they had worked and which employer had 
failed to pay in violation of FLSA and over- 
time regulations under District of Columbia 
law and employer failed in its burden of 
coming fonrard with counter estimates of 
employees’ overtime hours and \vages. given 
evidentiary difficulties that employees faced 
as result of employer’s failure to maintain 
accurate time and payment records by work- 
week and to denominate clearly number of 
hours being compensated by some payments. 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938. !i 7(a)(1), 
29 U.S.CA § 207(a)(1); 29 C.F.R. 

§ 516.2(a); D.C.Mun.Regs. title 7, § 999Ji. 

2. Labor Relations ^1544, 1545 

If court fails to find good faith and rea- 
sonable grounds for actions under FLSA. 
employees alleging <FLSA riolation are enti- 
tled U> both actual and liquidated damages 
equal U> actual damages. Fail' Labor Stan- 
dards Act of 1938. S 16(b). 29 U.S.CA 
S 216(b); Portal-to-Portal Act of 1947. § 11. 
29 U.S.CA § 260. 

X Labor Relations ^1350 

Employee was entitled to $1,866.75 in 
actual and $1,866.75 in liquidated damages 
for unpaid premium wages for split shifts she 
worked for employer under District of Co- 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) 

) 

) 

V. ) 

) 

FIVE M FARMING ENTERPRISES, ) 

£L a1- , ) 

) 

Defendants . ) 

) 


Criminal No. 96-0175 (TPJ) 

FILED 

OCT 28 1SS6 

CLERK, U.E. DISTRICT COUKT. 

c;cik:ct ct cclji.;::* 


MBMnP&WnlTM KKTi DRnP.R 

Defendants move to dismiss the indictment in its entirety, 
arguing that Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz lacks jurisdiction 
to investigate and prosecute the violations alleged therein. The 
Division for the Purpose of Appointing Independent Counsels of 
the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals (the “Special Division") 
initially ordered the appointment of Smaltz to investigate former 
Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy's possible violation of 
federal criminal laws, and later granted -- over the Attorney 
General's objection -- Smaltz' s application for referral of this 
case as a “related matter" pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 5 594(e). 
Defendants challenge the Special Division's statutory and 
constitutional authority to make the referral without the 
Attorney General's consent. The Special Division Itself 
— considered-all— the— relevant— issues-and-held-that^t— may 
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constitutionally refer matters under S 594 (e) that are implicitly 
covered by the original grant of prosecutorial jurisdiction. In 
re Espy . 80 F.3d 501, 507 (D.C. Cir. 1996) . Defendants aslc this 
Court to overturn the Special Division's holding. 

Assuming without deciding that the Court has the power to 
review the Special Division's referral decision,* the Court 
agrees that the Special Division acted within its authority, 
primarily because the Five M Farming case is “demonstrably 
related" to the Espy investigation Smaltz was appointed to 
oversee. Morrison . 487 U.S. at 679 (establishing "demonstrably 


* In light of the presumption in favor of reviewability, 
see Abbott Laboratories v. Gardner . 387 U.S. 136, 141 (1966) , the 
Independent Counsel is not convincing in asserting that the 
unreviewability of a referral by the Attorney General 
necessitates the same result for a referral by the Special 
Division. Relatedness determinations made by the Attorney 
General are shielded from review in accordance with Congress's 
express wishes. See United States v. Tucker . 78 F.3d 1313, 1319 
(8th Cir. 1996) . Congress was silent, however, regarding the 
reviewability of referrals by the Special Division. The 
distinction is not arbitrary: the Attorney General, clothed with 
Article II prosecutorial discretion, and the Special Division, an 
entity with some executive and some judicial attributes, stand on 
different constitutional footing. Moreover, courts at least . 
implicitly have recognized their power to review the Special 
Division's jurisdictional determinations. See Morrison v. Olson . 
487 U.S. 654, 684 n.22 (1987) (stating in dicta that the Court 
"saw no impropriety in the Special Division's actions" with 
regard to its referral of matters under S 594 (e) ) ; United States 
V. Secord . 725 F. Supp. 563, 565 (D.D.C. 1989) ("tT]he question 
remains whether the Special Division was justified- under the Act 
in conferring such jurisdiction."). 
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related' stemdard) . The Court has reviewed in camera the 
evidence of relatedness before the Special Division, and has no 
doubt that referral of this case did not impermissibly expand the 
Special Division's original gramt of jurisdiction. . 

For the reasons stated above, it is, this of 

October, 1996, 

ORDERED, that defendants' motion to dismiss is denied; and 

it is 

FURTHER ORDERED, that trial will proceed as scheduled on 
November 12, 1996. 





nomas Penfield Jackson 
U.S. District Judge 
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filed' 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA NOV '\l 1997 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

V. 

RONALD HENDERSON BLACKLEY, 
Defendant. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


Clerk, U.S. District Court 
Dietrict of Columbia 

Crim. Action No. 97-166 
(RCL) 


KEMQRANDUM OPINION 

This matter comes before the court on defendant's Motion to 
Dismiss Indictment of Ronald Henderson Blackley pursuant to Fed. R. 
Crim P. 12(b). For the reasons stated in this Memorandum Opinion, 
defendant's motion is denied. 


I. BACKGROUND 

A. The Chronology Leading Up to the Motion to Dismiss 

On August 8, 1994, Attorney General Janet Reno applied for the 
appointment of an Independent Counsel under 26 U.S.C. S 592(c)(1) 
'to investigate whether any violations of federal criminal law were 
committed by Secretary of Agriculture Alphonso Michael (Mike) Espy, 
and to determine whether prosecution is warranted.” On September 
9, 1994, the Special Division for the Purpose of Appointing 
Independent Counsels of the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia (‘Special Division”) appointed Donald C. Smaltz 
as Independent Counsel with the power, authority and jurisdiction 
to investigate: 

whether Alphonso Michael (Hike) Espy, Secretary of 
Agriculture, has committed a violation of any federal 
criminal law, other than a Class B or C misdemeanor or 
infraction, relating in any way to the acceptance of 
gifts by him from organizations and individuals with 
business pending before the Department of Agriculture. 
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other allegations or evidence of violation of any federal 
crininal law, other than a Class B or C misdemeanor or 
infraction, by any organization or individual developed 
during the Independent Counsel's investigation referred 
to above and conneclied with or arising out of that 
investigation . 

any violation of 28 U.S.C. S 1826, or any obstruction of 
the due administration of justice, or any material false 
testimony or statement in violation of federal criminal 
law, in connection with any investigation of the matters 
described above. 

[and] to seek indictments and to prosecute any 
organizations or individuals involved in any of the 
matters described above, who are reasonably believed to 
have committed a violation of any federal criminal lav 
arising out of such matters, including organizations or 
individuals who have engaged in an unlawful conspiracy or 
who have aided and abetted any federal offense. 

Under the authority of 28 U.S.C. S 594, the Special Division also 

granted the Independent Counsel the prosecutorial jurisdiction to 

fully investigate and prosecute "all matters and individuals whose 

acts may be related to that subject matter, inclusive of authority 

to investigate and prosecute federal crimes {other than those 

classified as Class B or C misdemeanors or infractions) that may 

arise out of the above described matter, including perjury, 

obstruction of justice, destruction of justice and intimidation of 

witnesses . ' 

On January 25, 1996, the Independent Counsel filed under seal 
an Application for Referral of a Related Matter with the Special 
Division. This application was opposed by the Attorney General. 
Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. S 594(e), the Special Division granted the 
Independent Counsel's application on April 14, 1996, ordering 

referral of the related matter, and granting the following 
investigative and prosecutorial jurisdiction: 
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The jurisdiction and authority to investigate and 
prosecute any violation of any federal law, other than a 
Class B or C misdemeanor, by any organization or 
individual, related to any application, appeal or request 
for subsidy made to or considered by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, for which Secretary of 
Agriculture Alphonso Michael (Milce) Espy and/or his Chief 
of Staff Ronald Blackley intervened in the application, 
approval, or review process. 

In support of its grant of referral jurisdiction, the Special 
Division noted that Independent Counsel Smaltz had shown that the 
new matter was "demonstrably related to the factual circumstances 
that gave rise to the Attorney General's initial investigation and 
request for appointment of an independent counsel." In re Espy . 80 
F.3d 501, 509 (D.C. Cir. 1996). Specifically, the Special Division 
noted "He [IC Smaltz] has identified evidence allegedly showing a 
pattern of conduct involving payments or gifts to Espy and his 
close associates in return for favorable treatment by the 
Department of Agriculture." Id. 

On April 22, 1997, a federal grand jury in the District of 
Columbia returned a three-count indictment against defendant Ronald 
Henderson Blackley, former Chief of Staff to Secretary of 
Agriculture Kike Espy. Specifically, it is alleged that Charles 
Fuller, a longtime friend and business associate of Mr. Blackley, 
caused to be made payments in the amount of $21,025 to Mr. Blackley 
and his wife Sharon Blackley between the dates of January 5, 1993 
and December 15, 1993. Also, on or about May 22, 1993, Charles 
("Buddy") Cochran, the owner and operator of a farming operation 
known as "Coco Planting Company" gave defendant Blackley and/or 
Sharon Blackley a check for $1,000 payable to Ron Blackley Jr., 
which was later deposited into the joint checking account of Ronald 
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and Sharon Blackley. Both Fuller and Cochran sought and received 
monetary subsidies from the Department of Agriculture (‘USDA’) in 
1993, the former receiving $63,000, and the latter $284,000. 

In the first count of the indictment, the grand jury charged 
Blackley with knowingly and willfully making false, fictitious and 
fraudulent statements and representations for his failure to report 
the receipt of the $22,025 on his Public Financial Disclosure 
Report for 1993 ("Form SF 278") , in violation of the Ethics in 
Government Act, 18 U.S.C. S 1001. In the second count, it is 
alleged that Mr. Blackley signed a sworn declaration as part of the 
Department of Agriculture's Office of Inspector General's (“USDA- 
OIG") investigation of him that contained a false statement 
concerning his alleged receipt of aforementioned payments, also in 
violation of 18 U.S.C. S 1001. In the third count, Mr'. Blackley is 
again charged with a violation of 18 U.S.C. S 1001 for a false 
statement regarding his alleged receipt of the aforementioned 
payments in a sworn declaration taken as part of a United States 
Agency for International Development Office of Inspector General 
("US AID-OIG') investigation as to whether he should retain his Top 
Secret security clearance. 

B. The Motion to Dismiss 

Mr. Blackley asks this court to dismiss the indictment, 
contending that the Independent Counsel is without jurisdiction to 
prosecute the aforementioned charges. He asserts that his 
prosecution is not about illegal gifts to Mike Espy, nor about 
improper intervention into the application, approval or review of 
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Department of Agriculture subsidies. Therefore it does not charge 
misconduct cognizable under "the limited prosecutorial authority 
granted to the Independent Counsel." Supplemental Memorandum in 
Support of the Motion to Dismiss Based on Lack of Jurisdiction 
("Supplemental Memorandum") at 2. He contends that the charges 
against him involve nothing more than the completeness of his 1993 
financial disclosure statement, a matter he claims to completely 
outside of the purview of the Special Division's jurisdictional 
grant, which is limited to charges concerning intervention in 
subsidy applications, appeals, and requests and federal criminal 
violations related to such interventions. 

Defendant offers three specific challenges in support of his 
motion to dismiss the indictment. First, he alleges that there is 
not a sufficient connection or the requisite degree of relatedness 
between the offenses charged in the indictment and the Special 
Division's grant of jurisdiction. Second, he contends that this 
prosecution is statutorily impermissible because it is contrary to 
established Department of Justice policy proscribing prosecution of 
alleged violations of 18 U.S.C. S 1001, "unless the nondisclosure 
conceals significant underlying wrongdoing." Defendant claims that 
under section 594(f)(1) of the Ethics in Government Act, an 
Independent Counsel is required to comply with the written and 
established policies of the Department of Justice respecting the 
enforcement of the criminal laws. This prosecution, Blackley 
claims, contravenes that DOJ policy and therefore the indictment 
must be dismissed as violative of section 594(f)(1). Finally, 
defendant's original Motion to Dismiss challenges the 
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constitut:ionality of the Special Division's referral order. 
Defendant essentially argues that a referral of a related matter 
under section 594(e) is unconstitutional in cases in which the 
Attorney General specifically opposes the Independent Counsel's 
request. Each of these challenges will be addressed in turn. 


II. ANALYSIS 

A. The Argument That The Indictment Itself Fails to Demonstrate 
a Connection Between the Offense Charged and the Independent 
Counsel's Jurisdiction. 

Hr. Blackley contends that there is no demonstrable causal or 
logical connection between the IB U.S.C. S 1001 false statement 
violations alleged in the indictment and either the scope of the 
original mandate or the subsequent referred matter. Defendant 
argues that, '[i]f the alleged false statements charged in the 
Indictment fall within this aspect of the mandate [intervention in 
subsidy applications, appeals or review], the Indictment certainly 
does not allege it" and 'if gifts to Secretary Espy are the 
predicate for Mr. Blackley's allegedly false statements, there is 
no indication of it in the Indictment." Supplemental Memorandum at 
5. Defendant essentially argues that the relationship between the 
jurisdictional mandate and the charges brought by the Independent 
Counsel must be demonstrated in the language of the indictment, 
with something tantamount to a "statement of relatedness’ 
establishing the required connection. Restated, Mr. Blackley 
contends that the failure to facially demonstrate the logical 
relationship between the charges brought and the limited 
prosecutorial scope of the Special Division's order is fatal to the 
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indictment. 

As a threshold natter, the scope of the phrase "related to" in 
the context of the connection that must exist between an indictment 
and the jurisdictional mandate has been addressed by this district. 
In United States V. Seeord . 725 F. Supp. 563 (D.O.C. 1989), the 

Independent Counsel obtained an indictment against General Richard 
V. Seeord for perjury and obstruction arising out . of Seeord 's 
testimony before Congress in connection with the Iran-Contra 
hearings. As in the instant case, Seeord argued that the 
prosecution of perjury counts fell outside the jurisdiction granted 
to the Independent Counsel. The question before then-Chief Judge 
Aubrey E. Robinson, Jr. was whether the alleged perjury was 
"related to in any way" to the events specified in the Special 
Division's t)rder. Id . at 564. The court answered the question in 
the affirmative, stating, "Clearly, the answer is yes. It cannot 
be denied that the congressional investigation itself "arose from' 
the events constituting the Iran-Contra initiative." Id. Because 
General Seeord 's congressional testimony was on the topic of Iran- 
Contra, and because his alleged perjury might have been motivated 
by a desire to conceal his role in the Iran-Contra affair, the 
court found the requisite degree of relatedness between the charges 
in the indictment and the subject matter of the Independent 
Counsel's jurisdiction to conclude that prosecutorial jurisdiction 
was proper. Significantly, the Poindexter court also noted that 
"[t]o demonstrate that one occurrence is 'related' to another, [the 
OIC] need only show that there is reasonable causal or logical 
connection between the two, some tenable correlation between 
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events." Id. at 566. 

At least two prosecutions brought by Independent Counsel 
Smaltz in conjunction with the Mike Espy investigation have been 
challenged on jurisdictional grounds, with defendants claiming in 
both instances that the charges in the indictment were 
insufficiently related to the authority granted the Independent 
.Counsel by the Special Division. In United States v. Crop Growers 
Coro. ■ 954 F. Supp. 335, 341-42 (D.D.C. 1987), the court found a 
legally sufficient relationship between illegal campaign 
contributions to Mike Espy's brother Henry and the Independent 
Counsel's mandate. Applying the above-cited Secord standard for 
‘relatedness, ' ("a reasonable causal and logical connection") the 
court determined that "allegations that an organization with 
business pending before the Department of Agriculture made an 
illegal campaign contribution to Secretary Espy’s brother to curry 
favor with the Secretary falls within the mandate of that 
Appointment Order." Id. at 342. The court concluded that a 
contribution to Henry Espy's campaign by one who had business 
before the Department of .Agriculture could potentially influence 
the Secretary to intervene on behalf of the gift-giver. 
Consequently, the charged conduct — the campaign contribution — was 
causally and logically connected to the Special Division's 
jurisdictional grant — improper influence on the Secretary of 
Agriculture — and defendant's challenge to the indictment was 
denied. 

Similarly, in United States v. Sun-Diamond Growers of 
California . 941 F. Supp. 1262 (D.D.C. 1996) defendants argued that 
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seven counts in their indictnents alleging a scheme to make 
unlawful corporate contributions to Henry Espy did not relate 
specifically to the subject of gratuities, and therefore exceeded 
the Independent Counsel's jurisdiction. Id. at 1272. The court 
rejected this claim, holding that the counts in question were 
related to the original subject matter of the investigation, noting 
that *[t]he factual predicate is intertwined with the original core 
subject matter of the Attorney General's original investigation as 
well as the subsequent related referral ... * Id. at 1274. 
Again, the court found the requisite ‘causal and logical connection' 
between individuals or organizations who helped retire Henry Espy's 
campaign debt via allegedly illegal contributions and the potential 
for improper influence upon Secretary Espy such that the 
Independent Counsel's jurisdiction over the challenged counts was 
properly exercised. 

Significantly, in making these determinations of relatedness, 
neither the SfiiCrd nor Sun-Diamond Growers nor Crop-Growers courts 
required what defendant appears to be calling for here — that the 
text of the indictment provides the demonstrable causal and logical 
connection between the charged violations and the subject matter of 
the Independent Counsel's investigation. None of the case law even 
remotely suggests that the grand jury's failure to facially 
demonstrate relatedness is fatal to the sufficiency of the 
indictment. In fact, at least one of the aforementioned cases 
implies the opposite. ‘The relationship must be ‘demonstrable," 
that is, something that is evident initially and without great 
steps of logic. Ths courts are routinely called upon to draw 
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lines, and this is simnlv anot her of those eases . . . Sficcrd, 
725 F. Supp. at 567 (emphasis added) . In each instance, the courts 
considered the Special Division's order, the challenged counts, and 
reached a conclusion as to whether the requirement of relatedness 
was satisfied. This court will now do the same in determining 
whether the language of the original order and/or the referred 
matter supports the Independent Counsel's prosecution of charges 
arising exclusively under 18 U.S.C. S 1001. 

Though the Blaclcley prosecution is argueUsly within the scope of 
the Special Division's original jurisdictional grant, the 
connection is more easily demonstrated by reference to the referred 
matter; consequently, this court will limit its consideration to 
that order. The April 1996 referral order permits the Independent 
Counsel to investigate and prosecute any violation of any federal 
law “ related to any application, appeal, or request for subsidy . 
. . for which . . . Chief of Staff Ronald Blac)cley intervened in 
the application, approval or review process.’ Each count in the 
indictment contends that Ronald Blac)cley made a false statement by 
failing to disclose his receipt of payments totaling $22,025, first 
on his Form SF-278, then pursuant to the USDA-OIG sworn 
declaration, and finally, pursuant to the US AID-OIG sworn 
declaration. The background section of the indictment explains 
that this income was allegedly received from Mr. Fuller 8 Mr. 
Cochran, who both sought and received subsidies from the Department 
of Agriculture in 1993, the same year in which the alleged payments 
were received by Blackley. Though defendant cannot discern the 
"reasonable causal or logical connection’ between the alleged false 
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statements and the jurisdictional mandate, this court can. An 
endeavor to conceal payments received from a Department of 
Agriculture subsidy applicant could be a causal consequence of 
possible intervention in the application process on behalf of those 
from whom he received payment. It is both logical and reasonable 
to surmise that if Ronald Blackley improperly intervened in either 
Fuller and/or Cochran's subsidy application, approval or review, 
and received payments in anticipation of or as a result of that 
intervention, he would not report such “income" on financial 
disclosure forms, or answer truthfully as to whether he received 
such payments when interviewed by USDA or US AID investigators. 

A finding of relatedness based upon this type of inference is 
not without precedent this in district. In finding that General 
Secord's indictment was within the scope of the Special Division's 
jurisdictional mandate in Second . Judge Robinson concluded that 
■ [d]ef endant ' s alleged perjury could well be construed as part of 
a continuing effort to conceal the extent and detail of the 
"enterprise," Second . 725 F. Supp. at 566 (emphasis added). If one 
substitutes the words 'falsification of financial statements" for 
the word "perjury" in the above excerpt, the similarities between 
Secord and the instant case become patently apparent. If Hr. 
Blackley did, in fact, attempt to intervene in subsidy applications 
or reviews on behalf of Fuller or Cochran, the alleged 
falsifications on his financial disclosure form and on the two 
sworn declarations could logically be part of a "continuing 
enterprise' to conceal his intervention. That nexus is sufficient 
to provide the "reasonable causal or logical connection" and the 
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“tenable correlation between events' that is required to support the 
Independent Counsel ■ s prosecution of these charges . 

This court is satisfied that the three 18 U.S.C. § 1001 
charges against Ronald Blackley are sufficiently related to the 
Special Division's jurisdictional grant in the referred natter. 
Therefore, this court will not grant defendant's notion to disniss 
the indictnent on the basis that the Independent Counsel has acted 
in excess of its defined jurisdiction. 


B. The Argument That The Prosecution of this Case By the 
Independent Counsel Circunvents Established Department of 
Justice Policy. 

Under section 594(f)(1) of the Ethics in Government Act, an 
Independent Counsel: 

shall, except to the extent that to do so would be 
inconsistent with the purposes of this chapter, comply 
with the written or other established policies of the 
Department of Justice respecting enforcement of the 
criminal laws. To determine these policies . . . the 

independent counsel shall, except to the extent that 
doing so would be inconsistent with the purposes of this 
chapter, consult with the Department of Justice. 


The rationale underlying the promulgation of this addition to the 
Independent Counsel statute was to ensure that an Independent 
Counsel's prosecutorial jurisdiction is subject to some safeguards 
against overreaching and abuse. "The intent of this change is to 
create a presumption that the special prosecutor will follow 
prosecutorial guidelines unless extenuating circumstances exist. 
Sen. Rep. No. 97-496, at 16 (1982), reprinted in 1982 U.S.C.C.A.N. 
3537, 3552. At the same time, it also alleviates some of the 

concern that the Independent Counsel law may be unconstitutional 
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because it violates the doctrine of separation of powers. See 
Wi-iT-T-isnn v. Olson . 487 U.S. 654, 696 (1988) (noting that adherence 
to Justice Department policies unless not possible to do so does 
•give the Attorney General [a] means of supervising and controlling 
the prosecutorial powers that may be wielded by an Independent 
Counsel') . 

Defendant contends that his indictment cannot be sustained 
because it is in contravention of DOJ policy and therefore violates 
section 594(f)(1). The Department of Justice Manual directs its 
prosecutors "not to prosecute an EIGA [Ethics in Government Act] 
violation under section 1001 unless the nondisclosure conceals 
significant underlying wrongdoing." Department of Justice Manual 
at 9-8 5A. 304. Mr. Blackley argues that because it is contrary to 
DOJ policy to bring an 18 U.S.C. S 1001 indictment for a financial 
non-disclosure in the amount of $22,000, the Independent Counsel is 
statutorily proscribed from doing so. In other words, defendant 
contends that section 594(f)(1) gives DOJ prosecutorial policy the 
force of law when applied to the Independent Counsel, even though 
it is conceded that the same policies are merely discretionary when 
applied to executive branch prosecutors. See United States v. 
Poindexter . 725 F. Supp. 13, 38 (D.D.C. 1989) (citing United States 
V. Busher . 817 F.2d 1409, 1411-12 (9'" Cir. 1987) (holding that the 
decision to prosecute a violation of the law cannot be deemed 
flagrant misconduct, and noting that "The U.S. Attorney's Manual . 
. . "is not intended to, does not, and may not be relied upon to 
create any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law by 
any party in any matter, civil or criminal. Nor are any 
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limitations hereby placed on otherwise lawful litigative 

prerogatives of the Department of Justice.')). 

A section 594 (f ) challenge to an Independent Counsel 

indictment has been raised in this district at least once before, 

and rejected. In United S tates v. Poindexter. 725 F. Supp. 13, 38 

(D.D.C. 1989), defendant John K. Poindexter sought to have charges 

dismissed because the indictment was inconsistent with the 

prosecutorial policies of the Department of Justice. The court 

found this claim to be without merit, explaining: 

The very nature of the Independent Counsel ' s 
responsibilities suggests that it may not always be 
possible for him to follow those policies, and it is for 
that very reason that the Independent Counsel statute 
explicitly provides that he is required to follow 
Department of Justice policies ‘only to the extent 
possible.' 

Id. (footnotes omitted). Poindexter therefore holds that while 
there is a general presumption that an Independent Counsel should 
follow the policies and procedures of DOJ, the plain text of section 
594 (f)(1) indicates that it is not an absolute, loc)c-step 
requirement. In some circumstances, it is expected that the 
Independent Counsel will depart from the guidelines and seek 
indictments that would not normally be brought by a United States 
Attorney . 

This court agrees with both the Poindexter holding and the 
logic underlying it as to whether an Independent Counsel is bound 
by statute to follow established DOJ policy in all cases. It is 
undeniable that Congress's addition of section 594(f) to the 
Independent Counsel statute in 1982 created somewhat of a paradox 
between that provision's purpose and the rationale underlying the 
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overall Independent Counsel framework. On the one hand, through 
section 594(f)(1), Congress is ensuring that there are not two 
different standards of justice depending on the prosecutor; that 
‘treatment of officials is equal to that given to ordinary citizens 
under similar circumstances.' Sen. Rep. No. 97-496, at 16 (1982) , 
reprinted in 1982 O.S.C.C.A.N. 3537, 3552. To prevent against 

public officials being subject to potentially, capricious 
prosecutorial conduct, an Independent Counsel needs to be tethered 
to some quantifiable standard, and the Department of Justice policy 
guidelines provide arguably the most complete, detailed and time- 
tested standards available. Furthermore, as explained above, 
adherence to the executive branch's established prosecutorial 
guidelines helps to guard against constitutional separation-of- 
powers challenges to the Independent Counsel statute. See Morrison . 
487 U.S. at 696. 

On the other hand, if an Independent Counsel is supposed to 

operate as nothing more than the identical twin of the Department 

of Justice, with ns permissible variance in prosecutorial 

discretion, then the need for the Independent Counsel structure 
becomes highly questionable. Underlying the Attorney General's 
decision to proceed under 28 U.S.C. S 592 and invoke the Independent 
Counsel statute is a presumption that the executive branch is an 
ineffective prosecutor of high ranking federal executive officials 
and national campaign committee officers, and where conflicts of 
interest may affect the Department of Justice's objective exercise 
of prosecutorial discretion. See 28 U.S.C. SS 591 (b) , (c) 

(describing the persons for whom and situations under which 
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invocation of the Independent Counsel statute is applicable) . For 
the Independent Counsel to play a neaningful role, he or she is 
necessarily expected to act in a Banner different from, and 
soBetiaes at odds with, the Departaent of Justice. As noted in 
Pnindgyter . ■[t]he Independent Counsel, as the very naae suggests, 
is to be independent of the Attorney General.’ Poindexter . 725 F. 
SUpp. at 38. 

In recognition of the need to have safeguards against potential 
abuse while at the sane tine recognizing the special role of the 
Independent Counsel, section 594 (f) includes the crucial qualifier 
“to the extent possible' in requiring adherence to DOJ policies. 
*tT]he CoBfflittee does not intend that independent counsels comply 
with Department policies which would undermine their independence 
or hinder their mission.' Sen. Rep. No. 103-101, at 32 (1993), 
reprinted in 1994 U.S.C.C.A.N. 748, 777. The question ultimately 
presented by this challenge to the indictment is whether the charges 
against Ronald Blac)cley present a case where adherence to DOJ 
policies would be inconsistent with the purposes of the Independent 
Counsel statute, and therefore permissible under section 594(f)(1). 
The court's answer is in the affirmative, as it is this court's 
conclusion that these alleged violations of 18 U.S.C. $ 1001, which 
involve either 'jcnowing' or 'willful' false statements by Blac)cley, 
involve the type of ethically-based offenses which the section 
594(f)(1) 'to the extent possible' exception anticipates. Therefore, 
the Independent Counsel may prosecute this case, even if said 
prosecution is contrary to the general prosecutorial policies of 
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DOJ . 

The Independent Counsel statute was promulgated in the wake of 
the Watergate scandal, at a time when the nation's confidence in 
public officials was at an historical nadir. The aspirational goal 
of the Independent Counsel law was to give the public confidence 
that crimes committed by government officials would be fully and 
fairly investigated and prosecuted by an entity with some measure 
of independence from the individuals he or she must investigate and 
prosecute. Whenever the Attorney General applies to the Special 
Division for the appointment of an Independent Counsel, he or she 
is necessarily addressing a situation in which the integrity of 
public officials has either been called into question or may soon 
be called into question. In essence, the Attorney General is 
charging the Independent Counsel not only with the responsibility 
of investigating and prosecuting government officers, but also, by 
implication, with maintaining and/or restoring public trust in 
government. In this court's view, adherence to an executive branch 
policy that directs a prosecutor to not pursue indictments against 
executive branch employees for their criminal ethical violations is 
in direct contravention with the task with which an Independent 
Counsel is charged. To statutorily proscribe an Independent Counsel 
from seeking indictments under ethically oriented statutes is a 
restriction at odds with the 'mission' of an Independent Counsel, 


‘Because this court resolves defendant's challenge on the 
grounds that proscribing this prosecution would be inconsistent 
with the purposes of the Independent Counsel statute, it will not 
address the question as to whether this prosecution is, in fact, 
contrary to the policies of the Department of Justice. 
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namely, ro ensure that government officials are being properly 
investigated and prosecuted for alleged breaches of the public 
trust. For this reason, to follow the policy of DOJ would be 
’inconsistent with the purposes of this chapter [the Independent 
Counsel statute]’ and, therefore, departures from the policy are not 
only permissible, but expected. 

While there is no doubt both a reasonable and logical rationale 
that supports the Department of Justice's policy to not pursue an 
alleged Ethics in Government Act violation under section 1001 unless 
that violation ‘conceals significant underlying wrongdoing,’ that 
rationale cannot be applied to the particular task with which an 
Independent Counsel is charged. Potential criminal ethical 
violations that may be too small to concern the Department of 
Justice are nonetheless properly within the purview of the 
Independent Counsel because the Independent Counsel is, in a sense, 
charged with the responsibility of ensuring that public officials 
have maintained the highest standards of ethical conduct. Following 
an executive branch policy concerning 18 U.S.C. S 1001 could prevent 
an Independent Counsel from performing the exact task that the 
executive branch, the Special Division, and by implication, the 
public, have asked him or her to perform. 

Because one of the purposes of the Independent Counsel statute 
is to maintain public confidence in the conduct of government 
officials, an Independent Counsel needs to have significant latitude 
to investigate and prosecute alleged criminal violations that call 
into question ethical conduct. Mr. Blackley has been charged with 
three violations of 18 U.S.C. S lOOl for allegedly making knowing 
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or willful false statements. As these charges raise questions 
concerning Mr. Blackley's ethical conduct, these prosecutions, for 
the reasons stated above, are properly pursued by the Independent 
Counsel. Therefore, this court holds that, even if bringing these 
charges against Ronald Henderson Blackley is inconsistent with 
written and established DOJ policy (an issue this court declines to 
address, see FN 1), the indictment nonetheless does., not violate 
section 594(f) because the charges fall under the ‘inconsistent with 
the purposes of this chapter’ exception to the requirement that the 
Independent Counsel follow DOJ prosecutorial policies. This court 
will therefore not grant defendant's motion to dismiss on the basis 
that the prosecution of this case circumvents established DOJ policy 
and is therefore prohibited under section 594(f)(1). 

C. Did the Special Division have the Power to Refer This Matter to 
the Independent Counsel? 

Defendant's original Motion to Dismiss the Indictment alleges 
that the Special Division exceeded its constitutional powers when 
it referred a related matter under section 594(e) over the express 
objection of the Attorney General. That motion asserts that the 
exercise of prosecutorial jurisdiction by the Independent Counsel 
that is not pursuant to a specific request by the Attorney General 
violates Article II, Article III, and Morrison v. Olson . Notably, 
defendant's Supplemental Memorandum largely abandons this challenge 
to the validity of the indictment.' 

Defendant's original counsel, who filed the initial Motion 

to Dismiss, was disqualified. See United States v. BlarMey . 

F. Supp. (D.D.C. August 22, 1997). The supplemental 
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To properly address this argument, this court would have to 
determine whether the modification of the jurisdictional mandate 
should have been done under the referral power of section 594(e) 
(which does not require a request by the attorney general) or the 
expansion power of S 593(c)(2) (which does), and whether this 
particular section 594(e) referral was unconstitutional because it 
permitted the creation of prosecutorial jurisdiction over the 
express objection of the Attorney General, arguably infringing upon 
the executive branch's exclusive power to enforce the laws of the 
United States. 

However, this court is not jurisdictionally situated such that 
it may consider these claims as these issues were considered, 
analyzed and definitively answered in In re Espy . SO F.3d 501 (D.C. 
Cir. 1996) . Congress designated the Special Division a 'division of 
the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit.' 28 U.S.C. S 49. For this court to review the 
constitutionality of the referral jurisdiction granted In re Espy 
would require it to sit in an appellate capacity over the D.C. 
Circuit, which it cannot and will not do. If the Special Division 
concluded that 'the new matter is demonstrably related to the 
factual circumstances that gave rise to the Attorney General's 
initial investigation and request for appointment of an independent 
counsel,' In re Espy . 80 F.3d at 509, this court is not empowered 
to disturb those findings. Nor may this court substitute its own 


memorandum was filed by new counsel, who entered their appearance 
on September 22, 1997. 
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constitutional analysis of S 594(e) and conclude that the 
concurrence of the Attorney General is required before the Special 
Division can refer related matters. The Espy court determined that 
under the Act the court can refer a related matter to an Independent 
Counsel under section 594 (e) without the concurrence of the Attorney 
General. Id. at 504-06. To the extent defendant is challenging the 
—jurisdiction of the Independent Counsel based upon arguments already 
asserted by DOJ and resolved by the Special Division, defendant's 
motion to dismiss cannot be granted. 


A separate order shall issue this day. 


Date: //-/P -^"7 


RHyce C. Lamherth 
United States District Judge 
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The investigation involves dozens 
of politically influential Democratic 
fund-raisers and top officials like Mr. 
Clinton, Mr. Gore and Cabinet offi- 
cers like Interior Secretary Bruce 
Babbitt and former Energy Secre- 
tary Hazel R. O'Leary. 

On the other hand, Ms. Reno's un- 
willingness to seek an Independent 
prosecutor in the campaign finance 
case appears to be shaped by her 
experiences — almost all bad from 
her point of view — with other out- 
side counsels appointed at her re- 
quest since she took over in 1993. 

Early in her tenure, she expressed 
broad support for handing off inquir- 
ies that seemed to cast even a shad- 
ow of conflict over the department's 
ability to fairly investigate high Ad- 
ministration officials. 

But in recent years, top advisers to 
Ms. Reno have complained bitterly 
about the quality of independent 
prosecutors, who are picked by a 
panel of three appellate judges head- 
ed by David B. Sentelle of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Circuit. 

Democrats have complained that 
Judge Sentelle, an appointee of Pres- 
ident Ronald Reagan, is a North Car- 
olina political supporter of Republi- 


can Senator Jesse Helms. 

And in recent days, some Justice 
IDepartment officials have derisively 
dismissed the suggestion that the 
outside prosecutors selected by 
Judge Sentelle’s panel are in fact any 
more independent than Ms. Reno. 

These officials regard four of the 
five independent prosecutors ap- 
pointed under Ms. Reno as overzeal- 
ous amateurs who have tried repeat- 
edly to expand jurisdiction. The 
name of the fifth has never been 
made public. 

Ms. Reno’s aides have said she has 
applied the same standards to each 
appointment decision, but some law- 
yers who have worked with the At- 
torney General in recent years have 
said she has seemed to impose a 
higher standard as dissatisfaction 
with the counsels increased. 

Only one prosecutor appointed at 
Ms. Reno's request has closed down : 
Daniel S. Pearson, who was named to 
investigate possible financial impro- 
prieties by former Commerce Secre- 
tary Ronald H. Brow-n. ended his 
work after Mr. Brown was killed in a 
plane crash. 


Nevo '/orcTiAACT 
Noucrv^ber- as^ 



Experience Sours a Once-Enthusiastic Reno on Applying 
the Independent Counsel Law 
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By STEPHEN LABATON 

WASHINGTON. Nov. 28 — When 
Janet Reno became Attorney Gen- 
eral. she championed the independ- 
ent counsel law as a way to assure 
the impartiality of investigations 
into top Administration officials. Not 
anymore. 

Nearly five years later, after re- 
peated clashes with independent 
prosecutors, Ms. Reno and her advis- 
ers have grown disillusioned with 
many aspects of the independent 
counsel law, say Justice Department 
officials, current and former. 

In recent months, when reporters 
have asked what she thinks of the 
law, the Attorney General has point- 
edly declined to comment. 

Ms. Reno’s disputes with inde- 
pendent prosecutors, waged largely 
in closed arguments and sealed court 
documents, are emerging as a sober- 
ing experience that is shaping her 
views as she nears the deadline of 
next Tuesday. By then, she must 
decide whether to seek the appoint- 
ment of a new counsel to investigate 
fund-raising telephone calls in the 


After clashes with 
the prosecutors, 
disillusionment. 


White House by President Clinton 
«iud Vice President Al Core. 

While her aides have recommend- 
ed that she not seek such a counsel. 
Ms. Reno has shown no sign that she 
is close to a decision. She has been 
spending her Thanksgiving holiday 
in Florida with her family and rest- 
ing after a brief trip to Me.xico. 
wheie she was briefly hospitalized 
earlier this week after complaining 
of nausea and dizziness. 

Justice Department lawyers have 
had many complaints ateut inde- 
pendent counsels, and they are 
acutely aware of bitter White House 
complaints that Ms. Reno has turned 
to the statute too often, and at limes, 
for seemingly trivial matters. 

Those counsels appointed at Ms. 
Rena's request have run up expenses 
into the tens of millions of dollars 
and forced relatively peripheral fig- 
ures — in some cases Government 
employees — to spend thousands of 
dollars in legal fees. Yet not one of 
tlic independent prosecutors appoint- 
ed during Ms. Reno’s tenure has yet 
won a conviction against the princi- 
pal Clinton Administration figure 
they were originally appointed to in- 
vestigate. 

One counsel. Donald C. Smaltz, has 


brought charges against his main 
investigative subject, former Agri- 
culture Secretary Mike Espy. An- 
other, Kenneth W. Starr, has won 
several significant convictions and 
plea bargains, including against 
James B. and Susan McDougal, the 
former business partners of the Clin- 
tons ; Webster L. Hubbell, the former 
Associate Attorney General, and Jim 
Guy Tucker, the President’s succes- 
sor as Governor of Arkansas. 

Only two outside prosecutors 
sought by Ms. Reno have actually 
completed their work. The first is a 
still unidentified counsel who de- 
clined to prosecute Eli J. Segal, the 
former head of President Clinton's 
Corporation for National Service. 
The other. Daniel S. Pearson, re- 
ferred his inquiry back to the Justice 
Department after the focus of his 
investigation, Commerce Secretary 
Ronald H. Brown, was killed last 
year in a plane crash near Dubrov- 
nik. Croatia. 

Some of Ms. Reno's aides have 
denied that her approach to the law 
has hardened because of her experi- 
ence. They said that she approached 
each counsel decision on its own 
merits and added that the d-.part- 
ment lawyers were accustorrod to 
enforcing statutes passed by Con- 
gress that they did not fully support, 

But a shift in the Attorney Gener- 
al's thinking about independent pros- 
ecutors seems apparent in her own 
words. On May U. 1993. two months 
after she took office but many 
months before she sought her first 
independent counsel, Ms. Reno said; 
"The reason that I support the con- 
cept of an independent counsel with 
statutory independence is that there 
is an inherent conflict whenever sen- 
ior executive branch officials are to 
be investigated by the department 
and Its appointed head, the .Attorney 
General. The .Attorney GettcMa! 
serves at the pleasure of the Presi- 
dent.” 

Contrast that statement to Ms, Re- 
no’s remarks last April, when she 
turned down requests for an inde- 
pendent counsel to examine whether 
Mr. Clinton or Mr. Gore violated 
Section 607 of the Federal criminal 
code, which makes it a crime for 
Federal officials to raise money on 
Government property. 

■’First." she said, "the law applies 
specifically only to contributions as 
technically defined by the Federal 
Election Campaign Act (F.E.C .A.) — 
funds commonly referred to as ‘hard 
money.' The statute orginally ap- 
plied broadly to any political fund- 
raising but in 1979, over the objec- 
tions of the Department of Justice, 
Congress narrowed the scope of Sec- 
tion 607 to render it applicable only to 
F.E.C.A. contributions." 

One former Justice Department 
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Mr. Lantos. Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Lantos. Have you instructed all members of your staff that 
when they are given the privilege of the microphone, they are not 
to make motions? 

Mr. Burton. I have not to this point, but I will so do right now. 

Mr. Lantos. It is long overdue, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Well, thank you, Mr. Lantos, for bringing that to 
our attention. 

You can’t do that. 

Mr. Bennett. I promise you, Mr. Lantos, I will not let that hap- 
pen again. I will promise you. 

Welcome to the hearing, Mr. Smaltz. 

Mr. Smaltz. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. To the extent that you need to refer to any of 
those exhibits during your testimony here today, please feel free to 
do so. 

In that regard I would ask, if we can, to have Smaltz exhibit 3, 
which I think is Exhibit 296, placed on the Elmo if we can. 

[Exhibit 296 follows:] 
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Independent Counsel Donald C. Smaltz 
In Re Secretary of Agriculture Espy 
(Appointed September 9, 1994) 

UPDATE OF PROSECUTORIAL MATTERS 

As of December 8, 1997 




IndictmeDtSs 
iDfonnatioo(s) and 
— ComplaiDt(s) 


} . James H. Lake 

Information; 10/23/95 
Guilty Plea: 10/25/95 
Court: Hon. Judge Ricardo M. 
Urbina-Washington. D.C. 


2. 5M Farming Enterprises, 
Inc.. Brook K.. Mitchell. Sr., 
and Brook K. Mitchell, Jr. 

Indictment: 5/22/96 
Guilty Plea Mitchell. Sr. and 
5M Farming: 11/13/96 
Court: Hon. Judge Thomas 
Penfield Jackson*Washington. 
D.C. 


3. Crop Growers Corporation 

Indictment: 5/30/96 
Solo coniendire p\ti: 1/21/97 
Court: Hon. Judge Gladys 
Kessler-Washington. D.C. 


4. John J. Hemmingson and 
Gary A. Black 

Indictment: S/30/96 
Trial: 1/27/97 
Verdict: 2/13/97 
Court: Hon. Judge Gladys 
Kessler-Washington. D.C. 


Verdiet/Cbargcs 


Guilty of one count of wire fraud relating to 
S5,000 illegal campaign ctmtribution scheme 
and two counts of Federal Election Campaign 
Act (“FECA^) violations resulting from S4,000 
in illegal campaign contributions to Henry Espy 
for Congress. 


Guilfv of one count of conspiracy to illegally 
obtain S770.000 in USDA subsidy payments,- 
two counts of false statements to USDA and 
one count of false entries cm USDA forms to 
illegally obtain the subsidy payments. 


Guilt\ of one count of conspiracy to defraud 
Federal Election Commission ("FEC”) 
resulting from S46.Q00 in illegal campaign 
contributions to Henry Espy for Congress and 
one count violation of Foreign Corrupt 
Practices Act resulting from falsification of 
corporate books and records to conceal the 
illegal campaign contributions. 


Not auiltN of one ccHini of conspiracy to 
defraud FEC resulting from S46.000 in illegal 
campaign contributions to Henry Espy for 
Congress and two counts of false statements to 
FEC to conceal the illegal campaign 
contributions 


Sentencing/Appeal 


Sentencing: 1/16/98 


5M Farming Enterprises. 
Inc., Brook K. Mitchell. Sr. 
Sentencing: Not yet 
scheduled 

Brook K. Mitchell. Jr.: 1- 
yr. pretrial diversion 


Sentence; $2,000,000 fine 
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ladktneats, 
lofonn«Cion(s) aod 
Conptaiiit(s) 

Verdkt^harfcs 

Sentencing/Appcal 

S. Sun-Diamond Growers of 
California 

Indictment: 6/13/96 

Trial: 9/9/96 

Verdict: 9/24/96 

Court: Hon. Judge Ricardo M. 
Urbina-Washington, D.C. 

Guilty of one count of providing illegal 
gratuities worth SI4487 to Secretary Espy and 
others, two counts of committing mail fraud 
resulting from S5,000 illegal campaign 
contribution scheme and five counts of making 
illegal campaign contributions to Henry E^ 
for Congress worth S4,000. Not guilty of one 
count of providing illegal gratuity worth S3, 100 
to Secretary Espy*s girlfriend; 

Sentence: Sl.S Million 
fine; S yrs. probation 
w/speciat conditions 

•Def appealing conviction 

•Appeal not yet under 
submission to D.C. Circuit 
Court of Appeals 

6. Alvarez Ferrouillet 

Indictment: 7/9/96 

Trial: 12/2/96 

Verdict: 12/19/96 

Court: Hon. Judge Edith 

Brown Clement-New Orleans, 
LA. 

Guilty of one count of interstate transportation 
of stolen property resulting from $20,000 
illegal campaign contribution to Henry Espy for 
Congress, seven counts of money laundering of 
the S20.000 illegal campaign contributimt, and 
two counts of false statements to government 
agents to conceal source of the $20,000 illegal 
campaign contributions. 

Sentence; One year 
imprisonments 10.000 fine 

‘Def. appealing conviction 

-OIC appealing sentence 

-Appeal not yet under 
submission to Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals 

7. John Hemmingson 

Indictment: 7/9/96 

Trial; 12/2/96 

Verdict: 12/19/96 

Court: Hon. Judge Edith 

Brown Clement-New Orleans. 
LA. 

Gutin' of one count of intermte transportation 
of stolen property resulting from $20,000 
illegal campaign contribution to Henry Espy for 
Congress and two counts of money laundering 
of the $20,000 illegal campaign contribution. 

Not guilt> of one count of money laundering of 
the S20.000 illegal campaign contribution. 

Sentence: One year 
imprisonment: $30,000 
fine; $20,000 restitution 

-Def. appealing 
conviction 

•OIC appealing sentence 

-Appeal not yet under 
submission to Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals 

8. Alvarez Ferrouillet. 

Municipal Healthcare 
Cooperative. Inc and 

Ferrouillet & Ferrouillet 

Indictment: 7/9/96 

Transferred; 11/6/96 

Guilty Plea: 2/24/97 

Court: Hon. Judge L.T. 

Senter. Jr. -Oxford. MS 

Guil^• of one count of con^iracy to make false 
statements to federally insured bank to induce 
and extend repavtnem deadline on $75,000 loan 
and to make false statements to FEC to conceal 
$46,000 in illegal campaign contributions to 
Heniy Esp> for Congress and five counts of 
false statements to a federally insured bank. 

Ferrouillet sentencing 
consolidated with no. 6 
above; 

Municipal Healthcare 
Sentence: S-year term of 
inactive probation , and 

Ferrouillet & Ferrouillet 
Sentence: $10,000 fine 
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Indictments, 
Informatton(s) and 
Compiaint(s) 


9. Henry Espy 

Indictment: 7/9/96 
Transferred: 11/6/96 
Trial: 2/24/97 
Judgment: 3/4/97 
Court: Hon. Judge L.T. 
Senter, Jr.-Oxford, MS. 


10. Jack L. Williams 

Indictment: 9/17/96 
Trial: 3/17/97 
Verdict: 3/21/97 
Defense Motion For New 
Trial Granted: 6/4/97 
Court: Hon. Judge James 
Robertson-Washington. D.C. 


11. Richard Douglas 

Indictment: 10/16/96 
Trial: 10/28/97 
Verdict: 11/24/97 
Court: Hon. Judge Thelton E. 
Henderson-San Francisco. CA 


12. Norris J. Faust. Jr. 

Indictment; 11/19/96 
Trial: 2/12/97 
Verdict: 2/14/97 
Court; Hon. Judge William H 
Barbour. Jr.-Jackson. MS 


13. Ronald H. Blackley 

Indictment: 4/22/97 
Trial: 11/17/97 
Verdict: 12/1/97 
Court: Hon. Judge Royce C. 
Lamberth-Washington. D.C. 


Verdtct/Charges 


Not guilty of one count of conspiracy to make 
false statements to federally insured bank to 
induce and extend repayment deadline on 
S7S,000 loan and to make false statements to 
FEC to conceal S46.000 in illegal campaign 
contributions to Henry for Congress and 
not guilty of five counts of false statements to a 
federally insured bank. 


Guilty of two counts of false statements to 
government agents concealing knowledge of 
(1 ) gratuities worth SI, 1 19 given to Secretary 
Espy and others, (2) scholarship to Secretary 
Espy's girlfriend and (3) nature of his 
relationship with Secretary Espy and girlfriend. 


Guilt\ of one count of providing gratuities 
\North S7.600 to Secretary Espy and others. 
Hung jury on one count of providing gratuity 
worth SJ.IOO to Secretary Espy’s girlfriend. 

Not guilty of one count mail fraud violations 
relating to $5,000 illegal campaign contribution 
scheme and five counts of FECA violations 
resulting from S4,000 in illegal campaign 
contributions. 


Not guilfN of three counts of perjury before a 
Federal Grand Jury concealing the 
circumstances surrounding the change in a 
Mississippi state USDA regulation in 1993. 


Guilf> of three counts of false statements to 
government agencies to conceal receipt of 
S22.02S from prohibited sources while serving 
as Secretary Espy’s Chief of Staff. 


Sentencing/ Appeal 


Sentencing: To be 
scheduled 


Sentencing: 2/12/98 


EXHIIIT 
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iDdietmeuts, 
InformatioDfs) and 
CoRiplaiDt(s) 

Vcrdact/Chargcs 

Sentencin^Appeai 

14. Smith Barney, Inc. 

Complaint: 7/29/97 

Settlement Agreement: 

7/29/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Thomas A. 
Flannery-Washington, D.C. 

Liable for procuring a breach of a fiduciary 
duty and interference with Secretary Espy's 
agency relationship with the USDA and the 
Executive Branch and unlawfully 
supplementing the salary of a federal 
government ofTtcial with gift of $2,200 ticket to 
Super Bowl to Secretary Espy. 

Fine; $1,050,000 


15. Richard Douglas 

Indictinem; 10/16/96 
Trial: To Be Scheduled 
Court. Hon. Judge Thelton E. 
Henderson-San Francisco. CA 


16. Alphonso Michael Espy 

Indictment 8.'27,'97 
Trial: To Be Scheduled 
Court: Hon. Judge Ricardo M. 
Ufbina-Washington. D C 


17. JackL. Williams 

Superscdinc Indictment: 9/30/97 
Trial: 2/2/98 

Court: Hon. Judge James 
Robertson>\Vashington. D.C. 


Charged with nine counts of wire fraud resulting from false statements on 
S4 1 6.000 mortgage ^plication. 


Charged with twelve counts of deprivation of honest serv ices b\ mail and 
w ire fraud, thirteen counts of accepting gratuities worth S2S.4S8. three 
counts of accepting gifts in violation of Meat Inspection Act worth 
$4,221. five counts of traveling in interstate commerce to violate Meat 
Inspection Act and fetteral gratuity statute, one count of false statements 
to USOA regarding travel involving gifts received from prohibited 
sources, one count of directing a subordinate to falsify travel Itinerary in 
response to request from USDA investigators, one count of false 
statements to government agents concealing source of gifts, two counts of 
false statements resulting from failure to disclose SI2.752 in gifts on 
financial disclosure form, and one count of false statements to the Office 
of the President concealing gifts received. 


Charged with two counts of violating Meat Inspection Act by providing 
S L2 1 6 in gifts to Secictary Espy and others and 
two counts of false statements to government agents concealing his 
knowledge (I) of gifts wwth $1,1 19 for Secretary Espy and others, (2) 
scholarship to Secretary E^ ’s girlfriend, and (3) nature of his 
relationship with Secretary- Espy and girlfriend. 
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Indictment 

!S. Richard Douglas 

Indictment: 10/16/96 
Charges Dismissed by Court: 
4/2/97 

Court: Hon. Judge Thelton E. 
Henderson-San Francisco, CA 


Charges 

Status of Appeal 

Two counts of false statements to federal agents 
concealing nature of relationship with Secretary 

Espy and source of tickets for Secretary Espy to 
attend NBA Championship Game. 

Under submission to 
Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals 
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Mr. Burton. If the gentleman will suspend. We’d like to have 
copies of this. It cannot be read very easily. And I’d like for Mr. 
Lantos, the acting ranking minority member on this committee at 
this time — ^let’s suspend while we get this information. 

Mr. Smaltz. If it please the Chair, we have extra copies here if 
you need any. 

Mr. Bennett. To my knowledge, we have copies to distribute. 
But if we could perhaps — they are being distributed, I believe. 

Mr. Burton. Proceed. 

Mr. Bennett. Referring to exhibit 296, this is a status review of 
the various prosecutions which your Office of Independent Counsel 
has conducted, as well as any pending cases; is that correct, Mr. 
Smaltz? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes, that’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. What are the total number of indictments and/or 
convictions which have been brought by your office over the past 
few years? 

Mr. Smaltz. We have indicted and convicted seven individuals, 
four corporations, one law firm, and brought a civil proceeding with 
a penalty and a fine against one major broker dealer. 

Mr. Bennett. And with respect to fines which have been as- 
sessed in connection with your successful prosecutions payable to 
the U.S. Government, what has been the total amount of the fines 
which you have won in those convictions? 

Mr. Smaltz. In excess of $4.5 million. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, with respect to the matter of the recent suc- 
cessful prosecution of Ron Blackley, which you addressed earlier in 
your statement, and you certainly can make reference now to other 
portions of your statement you have not yet had an opportunity to 
refer to, what was the reason for your reference in the opening 
statement? I believe you had previously alluded to the fact that 
you’re not sure if there was a principal basis on the part of the Jus- 
tice Department in opposing your implementation of the independ- 
ent counsel statute. Could you expound on that for us, please? 

Mr. Smaltz. Sure. In 1987, Congress amended the independent 
counsel statute, and one of the things — one of the things that it did 
is it provided that — it made clear that whenever there’s an issue 
of a referral of a related matter, as opposed to expansion of juris- 
diction, that the Special Division or the Attorney General, on re- 
quest of independent counsel, can grant that application. And that 
was passed in 1987 over the objection of the Department of Justice, 
which had proposed that it control, it be the gatekeeper, for any ei- 
ther expansion of jurisdiction or referral of a related matter. 

Mr. Bennett. In fact, that was the Reagan Justice Department 
that took that position at that time; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. I believe so. 

Mr. Bennett. And in a nutshell, then, that statute and imple- 
mentation is such that it not only needs a referral from the Depart- 
ment of Justice, there can be referral or approval directly from the 
three-judge psmel, correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. That’s correct. And that’s found, sir, in section 
594(e), that is the referral of a related matter, and should be con- 
trasted with the expansion of jurisdiction which is found in a dif- 
ferent section. 
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Mr. Bennett. Now, with respect to the matter of Blackley and 
the Justice Department’s opposition to your seeking an indictment 
in that case, with whom were you dealing with at the Department 
of Justice when you were experiencing these problems initially in 
trying to get departmental approval for the prosecution? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, the person we dealt with, we deal primarily 
with Public Integrity, and then the chain of command goes up from 
there. 

Mr. Bennett. And who was the head of the Public Integrity Sec- 
tion at that time? 

Mr. Smaltz. It is the same person that’s head now. It’s Lee 
Radek. 

Mr. Bennett. Had you had any prior professional dealings with 
Mr. Radek prior to these problems? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes, uh-huh. We had a series of ongoing discussions, 
I think as all independent counsel do, with Public Integrity. 

Mr. Bennett. Were there any other individuals you dealt with 
at the Department of Justice apart from Mr. Radek? 

Mr. Smaltz. On this matter? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Smaltz. I dealt briefly with Jack Keeney, who is the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General in ch8irge of the Criminal Division. 

Mr. Bennett. And just for the record to clarify, that is Mr. 
Keeney, Sr., not Mr. Keeney, Jr., who’s on record as representing 
John Huang, correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. I dealt with Mr. Jack Keeney, Sr. He’s been with 
the Justice Department for a long time. 

Mr. Bennett. Just to make sure there is no confusion on that. 

Approximately how much time and at what cost was this delay 
which took place as a result of the arguing with the Department 
of Justice over the process? 

Mr. Smaltz. We figured that we were delayed about 8 months 
in connection with these two prosecutions. But we never attempted 
to quantify the cost of that delay because it just is very, very dif- 
ficult. 

Mr. Bennett. And this dispute ultimately wound its way into 
the courts in terms of a ruling by the courts on the applicability 
of the statute; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. It did. We filed our application with the Special Di- 
vision in January 1996, and the matter was decided in April 1996, 
and we brought the first indictment in May 1996. That was the in- 
dictment against Five M Farming. 

Mr. Bennett. So is it safe to say, then, that the Department of 
Justice fought with you on this matter from January 1996 until 
April 1996 through the court process? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes. Our dialog with them began I want to say in 
October 1995. So we had discussions October, November, December 
1995. In January, we decided we weren’t getting an 3 rwhere, so we 
filed the application with the Special Division. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just ask you. When you were having these 
discussions and running into these impediments with the Justice 
Department, did you have a sense of why this was taking place? 
Was it strictly because of a jurisdictional thing where they wanted 
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to keep control, or was it because there were some possible political 
pressure? 

Mr. Smaltz. I never got the sense in connection with Blackley 
that it was so much an issue of political pressure, sir. My sense 
was that it was a question of controlling the independent counsel, 
because, as I understood it, no independent counsel, I was told, had 
ever gone directly to the Special Division over the objection or over 
the — and bj^assed the Attorney General. 

I don’t think that’s correct. I later found out that at least on one 
other matter the independent counsel went directly to the Special 
Division and got a referral of a related matter. 

Mr. Burton. So it is your sense that they wanted to just keep 
control of everything? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Picking up if I can. 

Mr. Smaltz. Excuse me. If I might, I misspoke. If I said we filed 
the application in January 1995, that was incorrect. We actually 
filed the application in January 1996. 

Mr. Bennett. Picking up on the chairman’s question with re- 
spect to going around the Department of Justice and seeking ap- 
proval of the three-judge panel. In fact, there was a case in which 
the Department of Justice had agreed on an interpretation by inde- 
pendent counsel as to a prosecution, and that involved, I believe, 
Mr. Tuck— Jim Guy Tucker; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. It did. 

Mr. Bennett. Former Governor of Arkansas? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And as to that matter and decided opinion, had 
the Department of Justice approved that prosecution? 

Mr. Smaltz. The Department of Justice, yes, it had. It had also 
referred as a related matter to the independent counsel Mr. Starr. 
And then Mr. Starr had sought also the approval of the Special Di- 
vision to exercise that jurisdiction. 

Mr. Bennett. Were you ever able to get to the distinction be- 
tween Kenneth Starr’s investigation and the approval by the De- 
partment of Justice as to the prosecution of Mr. Tucker and the 
distinction that would be drawn between that and the prosecution 
of Mr. Blackley, who was the chief of staff for Secretary of Agri- 
culture Espy? Do you see any distinction in those cases? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. We never did see the distinction. And it was a 
matter that was argued in the papers filed with the Special Divi- 
sion. And you can see what it was we wrote and what the Depart- 
ment of Justice wrote in exhibits 4(a) and 4(b), 4(a) being the oppo- 
sition of the Department of Justice to our application for referral, 
4(b) being our reply to that. 

Mr. Bennett. And the Tucker case in those legal materials in 
terms of the distinction that the Department of Justice was seeking 
to draw, that was ultimately rejected by the courts, correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes, it is. There is some discussion. One of the 
things that we did, when the district judge in Arkansas dismissed 
the prosecution that was brought by Mr. Starr against Jim Guy 
'Tucker and others, he did so on the basis that Jim Guy Tucker was 
not named in the referral order — ^in the jurisdictional order, pardon 
me. And when the case went up, the Department of Justice filed 
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an amicus brief, and they listed eight factors which they said were 
relevant whether or not the Attorney General would exercise her 
jurisdiction to decljire that the matter was related. 

When we filed our application with the Special Division, we 
noted these eight factors. When DOJ filed its opposition, they at- 
tempted to repudiate those eight factors. 

Mr. Bennett. The Department of Justice did? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes. And the matter that we were arguing, while it 
was somewhat arcane and a lot of legal words involved, the entire 
matter is laid out in exhibit 4(b). 

Mr. Bennett. And, essentially, the Department of Justice found 
itself taking the exact opposite position in the matter of Blackley 
that it had taken with respect to Mr. Tucker? 

Mr. Smaltz. We thought it did. In our judgment, in light of the 
clear language of the statute, which clearly grants the Special Divi- 
sion the power to refer a related matter, in light of that and the 
arguments in opposition to our application that were made by DOJ, 
we thought it was outrageous that they filed that kind of paper. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Did you talk to Lee Radek about this? 

Mr. Smaltz. We did, yes. We had informal discussions, I would 
say, from sometime late October up through 

Mr. Burton. Did you ask him about the inconsistencies between 
the Tucker case and this one? 

Mr. Smaltz. I’m not sure we discussed all of that. I cannot recall. 

Mr. Burton. I mean, but if he was opposing your being able to 
prosecute this individual for the very reasons that the court de- 
cided that Tucker could be prosecuted under the independent coun- 
sel statute, did he have any explanation for his opposition or did 
anybody try to explain that to you other than just oppose it? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, generally what came out of my discussions 
with the Department of Justice was their explanations and their 
contentions that the matters didn’t seem to be factually related suf- 
ficiently, No. 1; and No. 2, that the independent counsel statute, to 
the extent it granted the Special Division the power to refer a re- 
lated matter without the approval of the Department of Justice, 
would be an unconstitutional infringement on the executive office. 

Mr. Burton. Did you get the impression from Mr. Radek that he 
just generally opposed what you were trying to do in its entirety 
or just this one aspect? 

Mr. Smaltz. I’m not sure, sir. The discussions occurred; they 
went on in good faith, I thought. The Tucker decision didn’t actu- 
ally come down until March 1996, while the matter was pending 
before the Special Division, although we had received a copy the 
Department’s amicus brief in Tucker. So we knew what factors the 
Justice Department was citing to the Eighth Circuit as defining 
when a matter is related or not. So I can’t answer the question any 
better than that, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Attorney General Reno, yesterday, I think, essen- 
tially said that she had just heard about your concerns within the 
last few days since the Blackley conviction. I believe that was the 
nature of her testimony yesterday. 

Have you had any discussions with the Attorney General about 
these concerns and the opposition during the Blackley approval? 
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Mr. Smaltz. No, I have not. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you have any knowledge as to who at the De- 
partment of Justice would have been speaking with her about the 
concerns you voiced, and particularly those you expressed that 
were quoted widely in the papers within the last week to 10 days? 

Mr. Smaltz. Is your question, sir, do I have any idea who it was 
that was making the statements that appeared in the New York 
Times? 

Mr. Bennett. I’m going to lead to that, I guess, because, clearly, 
in response to your comments and your frustrations dealing with 
the Justice Department as an independent counsel, there have 
been some fairly harsh words which have been attributed to 
unnamed officials at the Department of Justice. I think some were 
quoted in the New York Times. 

Have you talked with anyone there about those kind of com- 
ments coming from the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Smaltz. Fve not spoken with them, no. 

Mr. Bennett. I think you addressed those matters in your open- 
ing statement in terms of some of those actually coming during the 
pendency of yet another matter being prosecuted by your office; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. That’s correct. Some of these remarks — first of all, 
the Blackley case was still open, and I can’t recall if it had gone 
to the jury and was in the hands of the jury when the New York 
Times articles were published. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe they are included in your exhibits; are 
they not? 

Mr. Smaltz. They are. And then the New Yorker Magazine arti- 
cle came out. It is dated December 1, but it came out a week before 
that. And we had a case out in San Francisco that was before the 
juiy. That was United States v. Douglas, who was a Sun Diamond 
lobb^st who had given Espy about $6,000 worth of gratuities. And 
the jury was out, I think, when that statement — ^when that publica- 
tion came out. So it was cause for concern. 

What is the jury supposed to think when the Attorney General 
and her senior representatives are out calling the independent 
counsel a bunch of off-the-wall zealots who don’t know what they 
are doing and who are seeking to overexpand their jurisdiction, and 
then turning around and maMng the link that that’s the reason a 
decision can’t be made now with regard to independent counsel 
matters? I mean, I think that can have a very significant effect on 
a jury, even a judge. 

Mr. Bennett. Needless to say, you felt that you were under- 
mined in your efforts as a result of this cross blitz of these com- 
ments to the press by uimamed officials at the Depeirtment of Jus- 
tice? 

Mr. Smaltz. I certainly thought we were undermined. I thought 
it was terribly unfair. And most importantly, it was untrue. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you have any knowledge as to whether or not 
the Attorney General is looking into the matters of these leaks at 
the Department of Justice attackii^ you? 

Mr. Smaltz. I don’t know. 

Mr. Bennett. That would probably lie within the province of the 
Office of Professional Responsibility, wouldn’t it? 
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Mr. Smaltz. I would expect so, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. With respect to the nature of the original referral 
that triggered the Espy independent counsel statute as it applies 
to former Secretary of Agriculture Espy, do you have any knowl- 
edge as to the original nature of the referral from the Inspector 
General of the Department of Agriculture as to how it relates to 
your charge as independent counsel? 

Mr. Smaltz. Do you mean Blackley, or do you mean Espy? 

Mr. Bennett. Espy initially. And then in terms of the expansion, 
Blackley, to include Blackley. 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, what happened was the jurisdiction that I was 
given in the Espy matter was very, very broad, and that jurisdic- 
tion was proposed initially by the Department of Justice to the Spe- 
cial Division. 

You see, under the statute, the independent counsel statute, 
after the Attorney General files an application with the Special Di- 
vision asking that an independent counsel be appointed to inves- 
tigate the matter further, it is up to the Special Division to define 
the scope of the jurisdiction that’s granted to that particular inde- 
pendent counsel. 

Now with regard to my case, the Attorney General proposed a 
grant of jurisdiction that was attached to the application submitted 
to the Special Division. That’s part of the exhibits. It is a part of 
exhibit 1. 'The Special Division accepted that jurisdiction and 
adopted it and only added one paragraph. So the scope of my origi- 
nal jurisdiction was actually recommended by the Justice Depart- 
ment and accepted by the Special Division. 

Mr. Bennett. Then, essentially, Mr. Smaltz, in your view, is 
there any distinction between the nature of the charge for which 
Mr. Blackley was ultimately convicted and the initial referral? 

Mr. Smaltz. The Blackley matter? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Smaltz. You mean to the Attorney General? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Smaltz. OK. 

Mr. Bennett. The reason I ask that is apparently there was 
some comment late yesterday by someone at the Department of 
Justice trying to respond to your anticipated testimony, trying to 
say that the conviction is somehow distinguishable from the origi- 
ns referral. I’m giving you em opportunity to respond to that. 

Mr. Smaltz. I don’t think it’s distinguishable from the orimnad 
referral, and let me tell you why. I should tell that you we have 
two courts now that — well, at least one court, the Special Division. 
Here’s what they said. They said as follows. They said, 

IC Smaltz’s ori^nal prosecutorial jurisdiction covers the receipt of gifts by Sec- 
retary Espy fix>ni individuals or companies having business before the Department 
of .A^culture. Obviously the concern motivating such an investigation is that a 
Cabinet Secretary may Have been improperly influenced to favor or intervene in the 
gift-giver’s causes pending before his or her Department. 

This is the Special Division. 

The original jurisdiction also included the authority. 

To investigate other allegations or evidence of criminal violations by any organiza- 
tion or individual developed during the independent counsel’s investigation, related 
to and connected with or arising out of that jurisdiction. 
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And they say, 

IC Smaltz has described the factual and procedural basis concerning his original 
jurisdiction and the referral he seeks and supported his arguments with the amda- 
vit of the agents who uncovered the new matters during their investigation. We con- 
clude that Smaltz has shown that the new matter is demonstrably related to the 
factual circumstances that gave rise to the Attorney General’s initial investigation 
and request for the appointment of an independent cotmsel. 

Mr. Bennett. So, essentially, the court in its opinion has already 
responded perhaps to the response that the Department of Justice 
is placing on this matter as of yesterday? 

Mr. Smaltz. It has. The answer is a rhetoric response, and the 
rejoinder to the things that have been said are contained in the 
Special Division’s opinion and In re Espy. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Burton. I think that a lot of the legalese that’s being dis- 
cussed here is being lost upon people who do not have the legal 
background that you gentlemen have. 

I would like to ask a very direct question. Do you believe the 
leaks from the Department of Justice are impeding the prosecution 
of justice? 

You have cases that are now pending; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. I do. We have tlu«e cases awaiting trial. 

Mr. Burton. Now, these leaks that are coming out about you 
and the way you are handling these cases that you said you think 
might have an impact on the judges and on the juries 

Mr. Smaltz. I said I think it certainly could have an impact on 
the juries and maybe even the judge. 

Mr. Burton. So the Justice Department, in your opinion, and I 
don’t want to put words in your mouth, but the Justice Depart- 
ment, in your opinion, is deliberately — some people over there 5ire 
deliberately trying to impede your ability to prosecute justice in a 
fair and efficient way? 

Mr. Smaltz. That’s the effect. 

Mr. Burton. That is the effect. I do not want to put words in 
your mouth, but I think it is very important, especially when we’re 
talking about an independent counsel being necessary in other 
areas. 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, may I respond to that? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, I wish you would. 

Mr. Smaltz. Here is my concern. Independent counsels are an 
endangered species, perhaps. I mean, they are publicly attacked for 
a whole variety of reasons. 

When the ctuef law enforcement officer and her officials 

Mr. Burton. 'The Attorney General. 

Mr. Smaltz [continuing]. Takes or makes statements that sug- 
gest that the independent coimsels and their staffs are not acting 
in good faith and that they are a bunch of zealots and only inter- 
ested in expanding their jurisdiction, and that then turns and is 
used as a basis for her decision not to appoint an independent 
counsel in current matters, that effectively undermines all the 
independent counsels who are out there prosecuting cases. 

Not only that, it also has an effect on the Department of Justice 
generally, because at the Independent Counsel Offices, we utilize 
the same investigators. They are detailed from the FBI, from the 
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Inspector (Jeneral’s Office. They are Department of Justice people. 
We use Department of Justice attorneys. 

Mr. Burton. I understand. 

Let me also say one thing, and I think this needs to be clear. It 
also undermines the intent of the independent counsel statute as 
passed by Congress, and that’s something that I think should be 
made very clear to my colleagues, because if this is going to lead 
to no more independent counsels being appointed or their minimiz- 
ing that, especially in cases like the one that we’ve been talking 
about the last couple of days, then it sounds to me like this is un- 
dermining the intent of the statute. 

Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. Just picking up on the chairman’s point. Mr. 
Smaltz, there was a similar problem you had with the Department 
of Justice, was there not, that was reported, I think, in the Legal 
Times of Washington about 2 years ago and has been addressed by 
the Wall Street Journal, and that is your efforts with respect to 
Tyson Foods; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. There have been ongoing dialogs between Justice 
and me concerning Tyson Foods. Certainly that was true back in 
1995. 

Mr. Bennett. And indeed, to show the bipartisan flavor of this 
perhaps for Mr. Lantos, indeed the opposition there apparently 
came from not only the Clinton administration, but also a Repub- 
lican Member of Congress in terms of your efforts as independent 
counsel in that regard; isn’t that correct? 

The Wall Street Journal reported that you were called on the 
caniet by someone at Justice. Have you seen the references to your 
being called on the carpet by the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Smaltz. I’m familiar generally that those statements were 
made. 

Mr. Bennett. And were you called on the carpet by the Depart- 
ment of Justice in terms of your efforts to perform your duties as 
independent counsel? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, I don’t like to think that I’m the kind of per- 
sonality that can be called on anybody’s carpet and made to ac- 
count, but I did engage in a dialog. The answer is yes, and was I 
unhappy. The answer is yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And what was the result of the dialog that caused 
your unhappiness? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, we changed direction somewhat. 

Mr. Bennett. And did not proceed as you had perhaps desired; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, we weren’t going in the direction I thought it 
was appropriate to go. But let me say this: Two minds can differ 
over such things. And, so, we just changed direction. 

Mr. Bennett. Did you have occasion to see the testimony of the 
Attorney General yesterday? 

Mr. Smaltz. I did not. I heard portions of it, but very few. 

Mr. Bennett. And how would you define, sir, your present rela- 
tionship with the Department of Justice, specifically with the At- 
torney General, as you continue to proceed with your duties? 

Mr. Smaltz. I’ve only met the Attorney General twice. The first 
time is shortly after I was sworn in, I made a courtesy call just to 
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say hello to her; and the second time was when we were at a meet- 
ing in 1995. I haven’t seen her since then. And, so, I don’t even 
have a relationship with the Attorney General. 

There are times that I deal with the Depsutment of Public Integ- 
rity from time to time, and sometimes things go smoothly. Some- 
times they don’t always agree with us. So it is an ongoing matter 
of discussion. 

Mr. Bennett. And have you discussed — just a followup as I wind 
up here, Mr. Chairman — ^have you discussed with Mr. Lee Radek 
the recent public discourse in the newspapers over the last 2 
weeks, not only your comments, but the comments by unnam ed De- 
partment of Justice officials criticizing you? 

Mr. Smaltz. I have not. 

Mr. Burton. If I asked this earlier, I apologize. Have you dis- 
cussed that with anybody in particular at the Department of Jus- 
tice? 

Mr. Smaltz. No, sir, I have not. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the time. 

I have a couple of questions. I just didn’t want to interrupt you 
any further. 

Tlie Tyson Foods case, is there any way you could elaborate fur- 
ther on your discussions or negotiations on that? Because TVson 
Foods has been tied very close to a number of significant people in 
Arkansas, including the President. So if you could elaborate a little 
bit on that. I’d appreciate it. 

Mr. Smaltz. Mr. Chairman, with all due respect, the Tysoni 
ter is still part of our ongoing investigation, and I would respect- 
fully decline to talk about that at this time. 

Mr. Burton. I understand. 

Does anyone want the rest of this time? 

Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

No. 1, let me ask you, who can remove you as special independ- 
ent counsel? 

Mr. Smaltz. The Attorney General can fire me, and the Special 
Division can terminate my investigation. 

Mr. Horn. Just to get the definition of Sp^ial Division, it’s the 
group, when the formal filings of the courts, it is an application to 
the court for — ^an Independent Counsel Division is the same as the 
Social Division, part of article 3, separation of powers, judiciary, 
when they are making these decisions. You’ve got three judges at 
the appellate court level? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes, sir, three judges who are all circuit court 
judges, and they are referred to as the Special Division, and they 
pass on the applications of the Attorney General. 

Mr. Horn. Now ^ven the situation of your feelings toward the 
turf problems within the Department of Justice, why haven’t you 
requested a meeting with the Attorney General to say, what’s going 
on here? Or do you think the Attorney General is responsible for 
the turf? I think a lot of that is a corporate culture tlmt exists in 
every organization, and the Department of Justice isn’t an excep- 
tion from it. 
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Mr. Smaltz. My sense, sir, is that the Attorney General has her 
coterie of legal advisors that she looks to for advice and direction, 
particularly in connection with the independent counsel matters. 
And they know where I stand, and I know where they stand, and 
I don’t think there would be any chance to successfully talk them 
in or out of a particular position. 

Mr. Horn. Well, have you ever told the Attorney General face to 
face what the problem is? 

Mr. Smaltz. I did on one occasion. 

Mr. Burton. My time has expired. 

Mr. Lantos. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton started out this hearing, Mr. Smaltz, by saying you 
remind him of Jimmy Stewart. And I must say, after the initial di- 
alog between Counsel Bennett and yourself, you remind me of the 
late and unlamented Secretary General of the United Nations, 
Kurt Waldheim, who also had a lapse in memory. He conveniently 
forgot several years when he was a Nazi, and this came out after 
he left office. 

Mr. Smaltz. I’m sorry, are you suggesting that I’m a Nazi? 

Mr. Lantos. No. Allow me to finish. 

Mr. Smaltz. Let me tell you, I take umbrage at being compared 
with anyone affiliated with the Nazi party, sir. 

Mr. Lantos. No. No. If you’ll allow me to finish, you’ll under- 
stand where I’m going. 

When you were asked about your political affiliation, you had a 
delightful interplay with Mr. Bennett concerning your presidency of 
the college young Democrats, as I recall. 

What college was that? 

Mr. Smaltz. That was Penn State University. 

Mr. Lantos. And what year are we talking about? 

Mr. Smaltz. 1957, 1958. 

Mr. Lantos. 1957 and 1958. I want to commend you for your 
good judgment in 1957 and 1958 for leading the young Democrats 
in Penn State. 

But now we are in 1997, so we are 40 years beyond that, and 
I’m wondering if you would care to make some comments about 
your political affiliation, about your political contributions, in the 
intervening 40 years. That was my reference to Mr. Waldheim. It 
was not a political reference. It was a reference to your evading the 
statement of what your political affiliations are in the last 40 
years. 

When did you first register as a Republican? 

Mr. Smaltz. I would say 1967 — ^when Lyndon Johnson was Presi- 
dent and we had the problems with Vietnam. I think it was 1967. 

Mr. Lantos. So for about 30 years you have been a registered 
Republican? 

Mr. Smaltz. I have. 

Mr. Lantos. I’m sure you are very proud of it. And you ought 
to be. It is a great political party. But when you are asked about 
your political affiliation, how old are you now? 

Mr. Smaltz. How old am I? I’m 60. 

Mr. Lantos. You’re 60. You really should not respond to what 
your political affiliation was as a 21-year-old college kid; you 
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should just state publicly what yoiu: political affiliation is. So let 
me move on. 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, let me respond. 

Mr. Lantos. I am the one who is asking the questions. 

Mr. Smaltz. I would like to respond. 

Mr. Cox. Mr. Chairman, could the witness be allowed to answer 
the question? 

Mr. Lantos. There was no question. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman from California has the time, and, 
unfortunately, he can use it however he chooses. 

Mr. Lantos. I will appreciate the witness answering my ques- 
tions when I ask questions. I do not wish to be interrupted by the 
witness. 

So between 1967 and 1997, you have been a registered Repub- 
lican; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. I have. 

Mr. Lantos. How about your wife? 

Mr. Smaltz. What about her? 

Mr. Lantos. Is she a registered Republican? 

Mr. Smaltz. She is. 

Mr. Lantos. Very good. 

Was she appointed as justice by the Republican Governor of Cali- 
fornia, my friend Pete Wilson? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. 

Mr. Lantos. By whom was she appointed? 

Mr. Smaltz. Governor George Deukmejian. 

Mr. Lantos. By the former Governor of California, Governor 
Deukmejian? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes. 

Mr. Lantos. It would be helpful, for the sake of accuracy, if the 
witness responds in a chronologically meaningful manner to ques- 
tions. 

Now let me ask about political contributions. You made an obser- 
vation, an offhand observation, Mr. Smaltz, at the beginning that 
you have occasionally made some contributions to various political 
candidates; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. I have. 

Mr. Lantos. Very good. I commend you for it. I wish more Amer- 
icans would participate in the political process. 

Can you list for me Democratic candidates to whom you’ve made 
contributions? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well 

Mr. Lantos. If you haven’t, that’s all right. I’m just asking. 

Mr. Smaltz. I have, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Lantos. Good. 

Mr. Smaltz. I made political contributions to President Keimedy. 

Mr. Lantos. That was during your Democratic period? 

Mr. Smaltz. It was. 

Mr. Lantos. OK And then? 

Mr. Smaltz. I’m not sure when the next political contributions 
I made were. I made some political contributions to Senator Wil- 
son, Pete Wilson, when he was running for the Senate. 

Mr. Lantos. He’s a Republican. 
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Mr. Smaltz. He is. And I made some political contributions or a 
political contribution to a fellow who ran for the Senate, a Repub- 
lican who lost; I want to say his name was Hers 

Mr. Lantos. Hershenson. 

Mr. Smaltz. Thank you. Correct. And I made a variety of con- 
tributions to various judicial candidates. But they were not politi- 
cal. 

Mr. Lantos. Right. So Pete Wilson and Mr. Hershenson were the 
only political candidates? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, other than 

Mr. Lantos. Other than judicial candidates. 

Mr. Smaltz. And other than President Kennedy. I may have 
mailed other ones, sir; I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lantos. But I think we now have a more accurate and 
chronologically more relevant description of your political affili- 
ation, because obviously your most recent political affiliation was 
not that of being president of young Democrats at Penn State. 

Mr. Smaltz. Let me just tell you. 

Mr. Lantos. I have not asked a question, Mr. Smaltz. So allow 
me to continue, and when I ask questions, you answer them. 

Mr. Burton. Will the gentleman suspend for just a moment? 

Mr. Lantos. I’ll be happy to. 

Mr. Burton. I just want to say to my colleague from California, 
it is your time and we are not going to interrupt you, but there 
have been a number of times when I and people on our side have 
asked hard questions and we did not allow the courtesy that you 
thought we should, and I heard a number of Members hollering at 
us saying, “Let them answer, let them answer.” And we did. 

Now, you have the time, and I’m not going to interrupt, but rath- 
er than badgering the witness, I think that if you can allow him 
the courtesy of an answer, I think you should. 

Mr. Lantos. Mr. Burton, I will not only allow him the courtesy 
to answer, I will expect him to answer questions. 

What I did not appreciate was this interplay of joviality between 
Counsel Bennett and the witness discussing his political affiliation. 
Now, people who watched that interplay came away with two state- 
ments. I wish to repeat those two statements. No. 1, he was presi- 
dent of college young Democrats; and. No. 2, occasionally he made 
political contributions. That was the only information Mr. Smaltz, 
an attorney, gave in response to Mr. Bennett’s question. 

To my questions, he now revealed that for the last 30 years he 
was not president of young Democrats at Penn State, and his polit- 
ical contributions, with the exception of President Kennedy — which, 
I take it, was, you know, during the Presidential campaign, the 
Nixon-Kennedy campaign I presume — ^your contributions went to 
two Republican senatorial hopefuls. 

That’s perfectly legitimate. But you did not state that in response 
to Mr. Bennett’s question. 

Let me move on. I’m puzzled at this whole hearing, because 
clearly what we are dealing with is a turf fight between Mr. 
Smaltz, an independent counsel, and the Department of Justice. 
And I thought it would have been proper to have a representative 
of the Department of Justice present at this hearing, because I per- 
sonally would like to hear from the Department of Justice concern- 
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ing their view of the turf fight. I understand we have the Attorney 
Greneral here, but this was a very small segment of her testimony. 

Let me begin by asking you, Mr. Smaltz, comments concerning 
some media views of your performance. Allow me to finish the 
quotes that I will read, and then I will give you all the time you 
need to answer them. 

Time magazine, on June 16 of this year, said the following: 

What do you call someone who works in secret with a multi-milMon-doUar budget, 
pressures wives to testify against their husbands, compels State agencies to turn 
over the names of thousands of workers who might have a grudge against their em- 
ployer, all in order to learn whether a Cabinet Member got some free football tick- 
ets? The answer: Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz, ^o has become a walki^, 
talking argument for cnanging the way this Nation investigates its high public om- 
cials. 

In the same article, Time magazine says: 

Smaltz has the distinction of making even the most neutral lawyers argue that 
Attorney General Janet Reno should &nk twice before triggering any more such 
appointments. After spending more than $9 million, Smaltz J^s compiled a record 
that shows the perils of prosecutorial passion. 

End Time magazine. 

Let me move to the Legal Times. Stewart Taylor of the Legal 
Times, who is a legal anmyst deeply respected by both conserv- 
atives and liberals alike, has said — ^I’m quoti^; this is from the 
Legal Times of May 22, 1997 — ^“Smaltz has seized the opportunity 
to muckrake wildly through Arkansas while improperly blabbing — 
improperly blabbing — to the press about his interest in unsubstan- 
tiated allegations.” 

Now let me move on to the Press Enterprise of Riverside, CA, 
July 27, 1997. The Press Enterprise in Riverside is not exactly a 
bastion of liberalism. This is their quote: ‘Your probe is another in- 
dention of how unruly the independent counsel process has become 
since the 1978 Ethics in Gk)vemment Act.” 

Chicago Tribune, August 29, 1997: 

The indictment of Espy 3 years after he left office raises questions about the fail- 
iire of ffie independent counsel law to allow rational judgments about the relative 
value of investigation and prosecution. Smaltz has spent more time investigating 
Espy than Espy spent as Agriculture Secretary. 

The Sacramento Bee, April 27, 1997: “Your investigations” they 
say — quote 

Now run longer than all of the Watergate investigations or the combined civil and 
criminal trials of O.J. Simpson. This investigation into former A^culture Secretary 
Mike Espy, now in its 31st month, has touched innocent and guuty alike. Independ- 
ent Counsel Donald Smaltz’s work has also cost the taxpayers more than 8 V 2 mil- 
lion. 

More than 8V2 million. 

The Arkansas Democrat Gazette says, Smaltz has taken up resi- 
dence in Fayetteville, barged into the U.S. Attorneys office space 
there, leased a fleet of cars and brought in six lawyers and eight 
FBI agents. He says he has out^own the Espy investigation. 
Among other things, he is looking into hundreds of workers’ com- 
pensation claims filed against lyson. He’s spattered grand jury 
subpoenas all over the State and national landscape. 

I would be grateful if you would comment on these. 

Mr. Smaltz. Certainly. I am not sure I can recall all of the 
quotes 
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Mr. Lantos. I would be happy to refresh your memory. 

Mr. Smaltz [continuing]. That you have referred to, but let me 
tell you how it works, Congressman. I was appointed to investigate 
the Secretary of Agriculture who was accused of accepting gifts 
from businesses and entities he regulated. The Secretary of Ajgri- 
culture is a very important position. He is a steward of the Nation’s 
food supply. The purity of the food that is sold to the public is the 
responsibility of the Secretary of Agriculture. The loans that are 
given out to farmers and the subsidies is the responsibility of Agri- 
culture. Whenever you have allegations that the Secretary is tak- 
ing things of value from sources he regulates, that creates a signifi- 
cant problem. 

Shortly after the Secretary took office in 1993, there was an out- 
break of the E. Coli bacteria in the western United States. Shortly 
after I was appointed, there were allegations that there were chick- 
ens in Puerto Rico that somehow were sitting in the dock and that 
the Secretary intervened because Tyson Foods had a substantial in- 
terest in those chickens, and if they had been in any way tainted, 
they would have gone to the — ^they would have been sold to the 
residents and who knows what else could have occurred. 

Mr. Lantos. I do not mean to stop you. I just want to ask you 
to answer the question I asked. I asked about your comment con- 
cerning the quotations from the spectrum of media. I understand 
the case. I understand the Espy case. We stipulate the Espy case. 
It was a case that should have been investigated, was investigated. 
We all are pleased that it was investigated. We do not want to get 
into that case. I am asking you to comment on the media comments 
of your work. 

Mr. Smaltz. I am prepared to do that. 

Mr. Burton. If the gentleman would suspend for just one mo- 
ment. Mr. Smaltz, if your answers are interrupted, I will guarantee 
you at the conclusion of Mr. Lantos’ questioning, I will give you 
adequate time to respond. 

Mr. Smaltz. All right. May I continue, sir? All right. 

When you have the sworn duty to conduct an investigation to de- 
termine the nature and extent of the things of value that are given, 
that is a solemn responsibility. And you investigate two things. You 
investigate the givers as well as the receiver. In this case there 
were a number of agribusinesses that gave Mr. Espy things of 
value, and it was not am easy thing to root out the information. The 
entities under investigation were quite resistant to producing the 
information, amd it required a lot of time and effort. And it re- 
quired an effort in Arkansas. It required an effort in Louisiana. It 
required an effort in Washington, DC, and it required an effort in 
San Francisco, CA because that is where the source of the corrupt 
acts occurred. 

So to the extent that these media don’t understand or do not ap- 
preciate what it is that we aire investigating or understand the 
prosecutions that we are bringing, I submit that that is, that is 
their problem, not mine. We have proved that the Secretary of 
riculture, while he was a sitting Secretary, has gotten substantial 
gratuities from a variety of different businesses that were regu- 
lated by his Department. 
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Mr. Lantos. Mr. Smaltz, what you are saying, I take it, and I 
am more than happy to let it go at that, that Time magazine, the 
Legal Times, the Ih-ess Enterprise of Riverside, the Chicago Trib- 
ime, the Sacramento Bee, the Arkansas paper, they were all just 
brainwashed and incomprehending of your work; that all of this 
criticism was imwarranted. I understand that. 

Now, let me move on to the jurisdictional issue case. 

Mr. Smaltz. That is not quite what I have said. I am sorry you 
misunderstood me. 

Mr. Lantos. Well, please expand on it then. 

Mr. Smaltz. With regard to the Time magazine article, if you 
would like to see a copy of the letter that I sent to Time, since they 
omitted to state a suostantial number of factual matters that they 
overlooked, I will be happy to provide a copy for you. 

Mr. Lantos. We will he happy to receive it. I appreciate that. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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OFFICE OF INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 
DONALD C. SMALTZ 

in re Secretary of Agriculture Espy 


RO. Box 26356 
103 Oronoco Street. Suite 200 
Alexandria. VA 22313 
(703) 706-0010 
(FAX) 706-0076 

June 19, 1997 


Via Facsimile Transmission 
to 212/522-0601 and U.S. Mail 

Letters To The Editor 
TIME Magazine 
1271 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10020 

Dear Editor: 

The first sentence of your June 16, 1997 story, TTie Peril of Prosecutorial 
Passion, states 1 was appointed to learn "whether a Cabinet member [former 
United States Department of Agriculture Secretary Mike Espy] got some free 
football tickets and a few other gifts.” Following a slurry of misleading 
observations, your reporter asserts, as the primary point of her piece, that "so far 
he’s turned up little in his costly probe.” TIMES unfounded conclusion of course 
fails to reference the criminal convictions of three corporations, five individuals 
and one law firm, and the imposition and collection of in excess of $3.5 million in 
criminal fines. 

TIMES reporter is entitled to her opinions but not to her own set of facts. 

For example, she falsely reported that Kenneth Starr "had to tell Smaltz to back off 
in delving into issues involving Clinton." This never happened in any form, at any 
time, at any place. Moreover, TIME'S story is also inaccurate because it fails to 
report relevant facts, thereby conveying misleading impressions. 

Contrary to TIME 's assertion that this investigation is about “some free 
football tickets and a few other gifts,” this investigation is in fact about big 
business and powerful individuals illegally buying and attempting to buy access to 
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a member of the President’s Cabinet who regulates their industry. The 44 offenses 
involved in the convictions noted below, in substantial part, involved gifts to 
Secretary Espy or contributions given to Secretary Espy's brother because the 
givers wanted to influence decisions and/or obtain and maintain access to 
Secretary Espy; 

1 . James Lake - well-known Washington lobbyist, representing Sun-Diamond 
Growers in matters before the USDA 

* GUILTY of wire fraud and violations of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act in making $4,000 in illegal campaign contributions to Henry Espy for 
Congress. 

2. Five M Farming Enterprises & Brook K. Mitchell, Sr. - friends of Secretary 
Espy 

■ GUILTY of conspiracy, false statements and false entries involving a 
$700,000 USDA commodity price support program. 

3 . Crop Growers Corporation - major publicly-owned crop insurance 
company, regulated by and dependent on the USDA 

* GUILTY of conspiracy and concealing and disguising $46,000 in illegal 
corporate contributions to the Henry Espy for Congress campaign. The $2 
million dollar fine, which has been paid, is the largest fine secured by any 
Independent Counsel to date. 

4. Sun-Diamond Growers of California - large California agricultural 
cooperative regulated by the USDA 

* GUILTY of illegally giving more than $6,000 worth of gratuities to 
Secretary Espy and $4,000 in illegal campaign contributions to Secretary 
Espy's brother. Sun-Diamond was fined $1.5 million and is on five years' 
probation. 
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5. Alvarez T. Ferrouillet, Jr. - New Orleans lawyer and Chairman of the effort 
to retire Henry Espy's campaign debt 

• GUILTY of conspiring to de&aud the Federal Election Commission, 
money laundering, illegal monetary transactions, defrauding a federal bank, 
lying to federal investigators, and participating in interstate transportation of 
stolen property. Fined $10,000 and sentenced to one year imprisonment. 

6. John Hemmingson - Chairman of the Board and largest shareholder of Crop 
Growers Corporation, who used Henry Espy to obtain access to Secretary 
Espy 

■ GUILTY of interstate transportation of $20,000 taken by fraud and 
laundering that money into the Henry Espy campaign debt retirement 
account. Fined $30,000, sentenced to one year imprisorunent, and $20,000 
restitution. 

7. Municipal Healthcare Cooperative, Inc. - Louisiana corporation that 
participated in defrauding a Mississippi bank in connection with the Henry 
Espy $75,000 campaign debt retirement loan 

• GUILTY of one count of conspiracy and five counts of making false 
statements to a federal bank in connection with the $75,000 loan. 

S. Ferrouillet & Ferrouillet - Louisiana law firm that guaranteed the illegal 
$75,000 Heruy Espy campaign debt retirement loan 

• GUILTY of conspiracy to defiaud a federal bank. Fined $10,000. 
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9. JackL. fPi/Jiamj - Washington lobbyist for Tyson Foods, Inc. 

• GUILTY of making false material statements to two Special Agents of the 
USDA Office of the Inspector General and to Special Agents of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation to conceal his role in providing a $ 1 ,009 airline 
ticket and $1,200 scholarship for Secretary Espy’s girifnend, Patricia 
Dempsey. (The trial court judge granted and set a new trial for August 1 1 , 
1997. We expect the outcome of the second trial also to be a guilty verdict.) 

Contrary to TIMEs reporter’s suggestion, these prosecutions and 
convictions are hardly trivial; 

• First . Sun-Diamond’s conviction represents the first person or entity 
convicted in approtdmately 100 years for giving a gratuity to a sitting 
Cabinet member. Corporate misconduct in connection with payments and 
gratuities to Cabinet secretaries is a pernicious act that pervades not only the 
official, but also the agency, and the public trust. 

• Second , the dispositions against Crop Growers and Sun-Diamond are 
fundamental to the concept of corporate accountability. Crop Growers’ plea 
to a violation of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act and the Court’s 
imposition of special conditions of probation on Sun-Diamond to ensure 
corporate responsibility highlight the importance of maintaining integrity in 
the corporate board room. 

• Third , this office is the first prosecuting agency to charge and convict 
individuals for money laundering in coimection with illegal campaign 
contributions. Senator Arlen Specter recognized the significance of this 
approach when he recently described as a "clear-cut evidentiary pattern of 
illegal conduct of laundering money" the reimbursed contributions to a 
Democratic National Committee fundraiser at the Hsi Lai Buddhist Temple 
in April 1996. 
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There are, in addition, two other prosecutions pending — one concerning 
Richard Douglas, former Vice President of Governmental Affairs for Sun- 
Diamond Growers for illegal gratuities to the Secretary, mail fiaud, illegal 
campaign contributions and mortgage fiaud, and another against Ronald Blackley, 
former Chief of Staff to Secretary Espy for false statements. The investigation of 
other criminal conduct is ongoing, and there may well be other indictments. 

TIMES article also referenced comments from the lawyer of the indicted 
former Chief of Staff to Secretary Espy and a suggestion of inappropriate use of 
support staff. Legally, I am prohibited from commenting about grand jury matters 
and cannot now answer Blackley's lawyer's claims about what did or did not 
occur. I am, however, conversant with all the facts and the prosecutors in my 
office conducted themselves properly. With regard to your statement that a junior 
staff member was required to be in the place where 1 was living when an outside 
cleaning service came, you are absolutely right. I have and will continue to take 
appropriate measures to ensure the security of all locations where my office 
conducts business. 

Upon application of the Attorney General of the United States, the Special 
Division of the United States Court of Appeals appointed me to determine whether 
Secretary Espy violated any federal criminal law "relating in any way to the 
acceptance of gifts by him from organizations or individuals with business 
pending before the Department of Agriculture;” and also to determine whether 
“any organization or individual . . . connected with or arising out of that 
investigation" violated any federal criminal laws. Federal law has long prohibited 
regulated persons and companies from buying access to public officials who 
regulate them. That is the essence of this investigation, not a few football tickets 
as your article proclaims. 
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OFFICE OF INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 
DONALD C. SMALTZ 

In re Secretary of Agriculture Espy 


RO. Box 26356 
103 OroDOCo Street. Suite 200 
Alexandria. VA 22313 
(703) 706-0010 
(FAX) 706-0076 


June 19, 1997 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Independent Counsel Donald C. Smaltz responded today to a June 16, 1997 
Time Magazine opinion piece that he described as containing “a slurry of 
misleading observations" and "inaccurate." In his Letter to the Editor, Mr. 
Smaltz criticized Time's reporter for adopting her own set of erroneous facts to 
fit a pre-determined slant to her story. Mr. Smaltz wrote that "Time's reporter is 
entided to her opinions, but not to her own set of facts. " 

Mr. Smaltz 's letter details and corrects the false and misleading statements 
in the article, including: 

• Starr has had to tell Smaltz to back off from delving into issues involving 

Clinton. This never happened -- in any form, at any dme, at any place. 

• So far, he's turned up little in his costly probe. The article completely 

ignored and did not mention: 

(1) the imposition of more than $3.5 million in criminal fines, 
including a $2 million fine from Crop Growers Corporation, the 
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Notwithstanding TIMES unfounded criticism and efforts to trivialize this 
investigation even before its conclusion, I will continue to perform the duties for 
which 1 was appointed fairly, vigorously and expeditiously. 


Sincerely, 

/jm 

Donald C. Smaltz 
Independent Counsel 




Copy: Ms. Viveca Novak 


h:\dniV<tci\iime3 .4 1 8 
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largest fine secured by any Independent Counsel to date; 

(2) convictions of three corporations and five individuals for 44 
offenses involving gifts and gratuities to former Secretary of 
Agriculture Michael Espy and contributions to his brother Henry's 
failed Congressional campaign in an effort to influence decisions by 
and obtain access to Secretary Espy; 

(3) the first conviction in approximately 100 years for giving a 
gratuity to a sitting cabinet member (Sun-Diamond); 

(4) the first indictment and conviction by an Independent Counsel of 
a publicly-held company (Crop Growers); and 

(5) the first prosecution to charge and convict individuals for money 
laundering in connection with illegal campaign contributions 
(Ferrouillet and Hemmingson). 

In his letter, Mr. Smaltz reminded Time that the Special Division of the 
United States Court of Appeals defined his investigative mandate as whether 
Secretary of Agriculture Espy violated any federal criminal law "relating in any 
way to the acceptance of gifts by him from organizations or individuals with 
business pending before the Department of Agriculmre. ” Describing the giving 
of illegal gratuities and gifts to Cabinet Secretaries as a "pernicious act that 
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pervades not only the official, but also the agency and the public trust," Mr. 
Smaltz reasserted his commitment to completing the investigation "fairly, 
vigorously and expeditiously. ' 

The Letter to the Editor accompanies this press release. 


3 
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Mr. Smaltz. But — ^well, I don’t want to say an 3 d;hing beyond that, 
thank you. 

Mr. Lantos. ok. Now, you say that the Department of Justice 
impeded your prosecution of Mr. Blackley. That, of course, is not 
the case. Yesterday one of our colleagues asked Attorney General 
Reno to explain why the Department of Justice preferred to litigate 
with you over the Blackley case, and she explained that the De- 
partment of Justice was concerned about the process by which the 
independent counsel takes on new matters and that the Depeirt- 
ment was concerned that the matter was not sufficiently related to 
your jurisdiction. 

So what we are really dealing with here is a fairly common dis- 
pute between various legal entities, typically described as a turf 
fight. As a matter of fact, the written opinion of the court shows 
that the Department of Justice took the position before the court 
that Attorney General Reno described yesterday. Let me read to 
you what the court said the Department of Justice position was. I 
am now quoting from the court: “The proper course in Department 
of Justice’s view is for Independent Counsel Smaltz to allow DOJ 
to investigate the new matters and determine whether to prosecute 
any Federal offenses it may discover.” 

So the Department of Justice took a position that they could do 
that job. It is obvious to everybody they would have done it at a 
far lower cost than you did and you preferred to do it yourself. 

Now, let me move on to the notion of what other independent 
counsels say about the law, the independent counsel law. 

Mr. Smaltz. I am sorry; is there a question pending? Did you 
want me to respond to what you said from the Special Division? 

Mr. Lantos. No, there is no question pending. 

Let me point out that some distinguished attorneys who have 
served as independent counsels do not share your views at all. Let 
me take Joseph diGenova, who, as you, is a staunch Republican 
and served as independent counsel in the inquiry into allegations 
that the Bush adininistration misused passport files during the 
1992 Presidential campaign. Parenthetically, he is also Chairman 
Burton’s personad attorney. 

Mr. diGenova told the New York Times, and I quote, “I do not 
believe for one moment that Reno or anybody in the Department 
is motivated to protect the President. They are in this to show that 
the career people can do it and she backs them.” New York Times, 
July 6, 1997. 

Mr. diGenova is also a very harsh critic of the independent coun- 
sel statute as it is currently written. This is what he said in the 
Christiam Science Monitor on March 5, 1996. 1 quote. “This is a bad 
law and it needs to be changed.” In the New York Times July 6, 
1997: “Too much unreviewable power is in the hainds of a prosecu- 
tor. That is a dangerous thing. It is a dangerous thing.” 

In USA Today, November 14, 1997 : Mr. diGenova, because of the 
way the independent counsel statute works, thinks a U.S. Attorney 
would never investigate — get investigated under the statute be- 
cause the independent counsel has one and one case only. And then 
Mr. diGenova goes on to say, this is a structural problem with the 
statute. 
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On National Public Radio on November 30, he says that in his 
view the statute should be used only with regard to the President 
and his family, the Vice President and his family and the Attorney 
General and his or her family. It seems to me that if one looks at 
the cost of independent counsel investigations, the figures become 
absolutely mind-boggling. 

Your investigation is one of those investigations that fuel a great 
deal of public concern. Mr. Kenneth Starr’s investigation so far has 
cost about $30 million. Mr. Barrett’s investigation has cost almost 
$4 million, attempting to find out whether Mr. Cisneros made a 
false statement. 

It seems to me we need to find some way to take a more realistic 
view of the value of independent counsel operations. As one looks 
across the board, these operations are clearly the least cost-effec- 
tive and most inefficient operations of the U.S. Government. 

I will give you an example. I would like you to comment on it 
when I am finished. The most recent figures I have, March 1996 
to March 1997, independent counsel investigations cost $21 million. 
Now, in a similar period, fiscal 1996, the six active independent 
counsels, including you, brought a total of 13 indictments. During 
the same period, the U.S. Attorneys Office for Massachusetts, cov- 
ering the entire State, filed over 1,050 cases and spent only $17 
million. So in bringing 1,050 cases, the U.S. Attorney brings 1,050 
cases. 

One might argue your cases may be more complex, but clearly 
the present formula that you can stay in office, apparently indefi- 
nitely, spend without any budget, is a unique phenomenon in 
American Government. The former Republican Senator of New 
Hampshire, Warren Rudman, said that independent counsels are 
like kings in a country that does not like kings. 

SpeaMng of the length of these investigations, you were quoted, 
Mr. Smaltz, in the Los Angeles Times on November 23, 1994, as 
follows. You say that your probe will take 6 months. That was on 
11/23/94. Then you say your investigation will take a year. In De- 
cember 1997, your investigation still continues. Mr. Espy resigned 
his position 3 years ago. You were named independent counsel, I 
believe, in September 1994, if that is correct, and we are still at 
it. Do you have any thought about the cost and unlimited time 
span of these investigations? 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes. 

Mr. Lantos. We would like to hear them. 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, in the first instance, I am not sure you are 
comparing apples with apples when you attempt to contrast the 
cost of an independent counsel investigation with the cost of a U.S. 
Attorney’s office. There is no way that when you are talking about 
the function of a U.S. Attorney’s office or Department of Justice, 
that in the figures that you look to you are taking into account the 
space the U.S. Attome/s office is occupying. You are taking into 
account the staff the U.S. Attorney’s office is utilizing. You are talk- 
ing into account a whole lot of fixed costs that suddenly, when you 
have an independent counsel, you are able to quantify. I am not 
sure that it is fair to try and tag independent counsel with all 
those costs. For instance, let me tell you that 51 percent, I think. 
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or thereabouts of my costs last year went for payroll, payroll-relat- 
ed items. 

Now, most of the agents that I have are detailed to me from 
some other agency. So they would be getting paid, working on cases 
in their agency, if they weren’t working under my direction. The 
only thing that happens is they are working under my direction. 

Mr. Laotos. But they would be doing the work for which they 
were initially hired. 

Mr. Smaltz. And that work is prosecuting criminal acts. When 
you deal with the criminal prosecutions at the senior executive 
level, which is what independent counsel investigations are all 
about, you are dealing with prosecutions that are extremely dif- 
ficult. You are dealing with situations where witnesses have no 
memory. You have seen that in some of the hearings that have oc- 
curred, if not here, before Senator Thompson’s committee. 

You are seeing where evei^body is running for cover and you are 
seeing where there is a political campaign that is out to demonize 
the prosecutor. 'That almost never happens in investigations in any 
other criminal cases. The prosecution, when it is investigating, is 
not publicly attacked. When the independent counsel comes to 
town, he is publicly attacked and accused of being partisan, almost 
from the time he is appointed. 

And so when you talk about costs, I am not sure that you are 
comparing apples with apples and I don’t know that I agree with 
Mr. diGenova. And even if you are correct on costs, and I do not 
think you are, when you are dealing with corruption at the highest 
level of government, I think it is worth the price. 

Mr. Lantos. Well, Mr. Blackley was not at the highest level of 
government. 

Mr. Smaltz. May I respond to that? 

Mr. Lantos. No, that was not a question. 

Mr. Smaltz. That is an inaccurate statement. 

Mr. Lantos. That was not a question. 

Now I come to what I think is perhaps the most serious issue I 
would like to raise with you. Implicitly you are criticizing the ethics 
of our Attorney General, Janet Reno, when you claim that she 
somehow obstructed your investigation. Of course, your ethics have 
been criticized richly and repeatedly. 

In the mid-1980’s, when you were a private lawyer in the case 
of Mills Land and Water Co. versus Golden West Refining Co., a 
California court disqualified you from a case due to your conduct. 
You were disqualified for violating California Rule of Professional 
Conduct 7-103, which prohibited any member of the State bar from 
communicating with a person whom he knows to be represented by 
a lawyer, without the permission of that person’s lawyer. 

The trial court found that you improperly met with a witness 
named Mr. Wynn, without getting permission from his lawyer, and 
the court disqualified you from the case. You appealed and you 
made a number of arguments to the appellate court. However, the 
appellate court upheld your disqualification stating, and I quote: 
“We conclude that Smaltz’s contact with Wynn was improper. 
Smaltz, at a minimum, violated the letter of rule 7-103, at least 
insofar as he failed to seek leave of the court to interview Wynn 
without the participation of Wynn’s counsel." 
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Moreover, the court said that it was not unfair to your client to 
disqualify you from the case because, the court said, quote, “Smaltz 
directly created the predicament of which he and his clients now 
complain. Consequently, we see no unfairness in prohibiting his 
further participation in this litigation.” 

Was this accurate? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. 

Mr. Lantos. Then please respond? 

Mr. Burton. He did respond. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
Did you have any further comments you would like to make about 
the statements made by Mr. Lantos? 

Mr. Smaltz. Sure; just this. The situation that you just referred 
to was a case where Mr. Wynn was a lawyer who was president 
and chairman of the board of a company. There was an internal 
disagreement and he, Mr. Wynn, was a member of the out group, 
not the in group. When I talked to Mr. Wynn, it was in his capacity 
as a member of the out group, and he did not believe he was rep- 
resented by the compands lawyer. It was as simple as that. That 
is what led to the proceedings. 

Mr. Burton. I will take my 5 minutes now. Let me just say, Mr. 
Smaltz, anyone who conducts an investigation into this administra- 
tion or into people who are in the administration I have found are 
attacked again and again and again and again, and I know one of 
them personally. It is the chairman of this committee — ^me. And so 
I know what you are going through right now. Let me just com- 
ment on a few things that Mr. Lantos has mentioned. 

He indicated that you were everything but incompetent and that 
you have been overstepping your oounds. I want to read to you a 
few things. 

DOJ sided with the White House and opposed Independent 
Counsel Ken Starr in the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals case regard- 
ing attorney-client privilege. He is an independent counsel. They 
lost. But they opposed the independent counsel in that case. 

DOJ sided with the White House and opposed Independent 
Counsel Don Smaltz — ^you — in the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals 
case regarding executive privilege, and they lost in a unanimous 
decision. 

DOJ opposed Independent Counsel Don Smaltz’s application for 
referral of a related matter pursuant to the Independent Counsel 
Act so that he could prosecute former Secretai^ of Agriculture 
Mike Espys former chief of staff Ron Blackley, indicted on three 
counts of lying to hide $22,000 he received in 1993, from a Mis- 
sissippi agribusiness in violation of 18 U.S.C. 1001. Again, they 
lost. 

DOJ sided with President Clinton and ar^ed before the Su- 
preme Court that he was immune from a civil suit arising out of 
events that occurred before he took office regarding the Paula 
Jones case. Again, they lost. Nine to zero in the Supreme Court. 

Now, for them to continue to impugn your integrity and say that 
you are expanding your authority in an unwarranted manner sim- 
ply does not wash. I think it goes along with the strategy of the 
opposition to try to discredit everyone who is involved in this inves- 
tigation, myself included. I am not going to be intimidated, and 
thank Grod you are not being intimidated. 
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I congratulate you on changing from Democrat to Republican, as 
I did when I was a little younger. 

Now, let me just say one more thing. I hope I didn’t hurt myself 
with my colleagues. Let me just say a couple of other things. Louis 
Freeh, the head of the FBI, appointed by the President of the 
United States and supported by Janet Reno before this committee, 
said you were a man of impeccable character. So I apologize to you 
for the scurrilous attacks on you and your credibility and your 
character and your integrity before this committee today because 
I think it was totally unwarranted. 

With that, I will be happy to yield to my colleague Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Cox. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I would like to welcome you, 
Mr. Smaltz, on behalf of myself and most of my California col- 
leagues. I would like also to apologize for the way you have been 
treated here this morning. The truth is that the country has a 
great deal that it owes to you for having convicted 12 inmviduals 
and companies successfully. And 1 would just like to ask you, be- 
cause there is a newfound sense of fiscal responsibility among some 
of my colleagues who have been some of the biggest spenders in the 
history of this Congress when it comes to discovering wrongdoing 
and finding it out and prosecutii^ it, I would like to ask you 
whether or not when you convicted Sun Diamond Growers of giving 
the Secretary of Agriculture thousands of dollars in gifts, whether 
or not they were fined, and to whom they paid the fine, and how 
much was the fine? 

Mr. Smaltz. The fine was $1.5 million. It was paid to the Treas- 
ury of the United States. 

Mr. Cox. So probably we are not taking into account some of the 
revenues that you are collecting on behalf of the U.S. Government 
when you win these convictions. When you convicted Smith Barney 
of unlawfully supplementing the salary of a Federal Government 
official, the Clinton administration’s Secretary of Agriculture, how 
much did Smith Barney pay in fines? 

Mr. Smaltz. They paid a total of fines, let us see, fines, pen- 
alties, $1,050,000. 

Mr. Cox. So just in those two convictions out of a dozen, we have 
got a couple million dollars that have gone directly into the Treas- 
ury of the United States that my colleague neglected to mention. 
And in fact, I won’t go through the rest of them but there are oth- 
ers, because you have been routinely sending people to prison and 
collecting fines. 

I might state the obvious as well. I believe that the gentleman 
who was putting those questions to you has occasionally gotten 
some bad press. He read a bad press clip on you. Have you ever 
gotten any good press? 

Mr. Smaltz. I believe I have. 

Mr. Cox. I know you have. I am reading some of it right here. 
One of the things that it says, after recounting the fact that you 
have won all these convictions, is that you have also won a gramd 
jury indictment of the Secretary of Agriculture himself on 39 
counts, including accepting illegal gratuities, witness tampering 
and mail fraud, and that s^' .ce several individuals and companies 
have already been convicted by you, by the courts, with you as 
prosecutor, of giving illegal gifts to Secretary of Agriculture Mike 
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Espy, “Smaltz is widely expected to win his case against the former 
Clinton Cabinet secretary.” 

Do you think that might provide a reason for the Clinton admin- 
istration to be unhappy with what you are doing? 

Mr. Smaltz. It may well, may well. 

Mr. Cox. I did not mean that to be a hard question but you are 
coming under some very, very unfair character attacks here, and 
I think it is delightful that somebody who was for a long part of 
his career a Democrat can see things from both sides, and I am 
happy that you are a Republican. But I find it rather outrageous 
that only a Democrat member of the Clinton administration is 
thought sufficiently independent to investigate the Clinton admin- 
istration. 

Mr. Burton. My time has expired. Let me just state to all the 
Members that the rule of the committee is that there will be 5 min- 
utes given on this round to each individual and we will adhere 
strictly to that rule. 

Mr. Lantos, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The recoveries that my friend from California referred to do not 
begin to cover the enormous costs that you have run up, Mr. 
Smaltz. The record clearly shows that. 

I want to return to the ethical problems, because I did not ask 
you to agree with me or not to agree with me. I was quoting from 
the papers of the court, the appellate court in California. So I will 
read the statement again and I would like to ask you whether you 
think the court was wrong. 

This is what the court stated. “We conclude that Smaltz’s contact 
with Wynn was improper. Smaltz at a minimum violated the letter 
of rule 7-103 at least insofar as he failed to seek leave of the court 
to interview Wynn without the participation of his counsel.” That 
is what the court said. Do you agree with that statement? 

Mr. Smaltz. No, because 

Mr. Lantos. This is the appellate court. 

Mr. Smaltz. I understand that. But I am telling you that 
Wynn’s — ^the counsel they are referring to is the company counsel. 
And Wynn considered himself to be as part of the out group and 
as not represented by that counsel. I remember the situation very 
well. Mr. W 3 mn was a lawyer with some considerable experience. 

Mr. Lantos. Well, let me deal with another ethical problem 
which is more recent. I am dealing with these because I feel very 
deepW that your attack on the Attorney General questions the eth- 
ics of a person of impeccable integrity. She at no time attempted 
to obstruct justice. 

Mr. Smaltz. I don’t think I ever said that she attempted to ob- 
struct justice. 

Mr. Lantos. Mr. Smaltz, more recently your prosecution team 
has had another ethical problem when the U.S. District Court here 
in the District of Columbia held that you violated the constitutional 
rights of a defendant and overtvimra the defendant’s conviction. 
Your prosecutors convicted a man for making two false statements 
to investigators in the course of your investigation. When your 
prosecutors tried and convicted this man, a key issue was whether 
the false statements were material, whether they really mattered. 
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The only witness that testified for your team that statements were 
material was a certain FBI agent. 

What your prosecutors did not tell the defendant during the trial 
was that the FBI agent who testified for your team earlier in his 
career forged several signatures of informants on witness state- 
ments and lied about doing so. The agent had received a letter of 
reprimand for this conduct, which amounts to forgery and perjury. 
After the jury verdict, the judge overturned the conviction because 
your prosecutors had violated the defendant’s constitutional rights 
in not providing him with this information. Is this correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. 

Mr. Lantos. Excuse me? 

Mr. Smaltz. No. 

Mr. Lantos. Well, then explain why it is not correct. Did the 
judge overturn the conviction? 

Mr. Smaltz. The judge granted a new trial but it was 

Mr. Latjtos. He overturned the conviction. 

Mr. Smaltz. The judge panted a new trial. But it wasn’t because 
the prosecutors hid anything. It was because the prosecutors were 
unaware of certain things. And on a motion made by the defense, 
very, very close to the end of the trial, our office caused a request 
to the FBI to undertake a review of individual’s files. And that re- 
view came back and we advised the judge, and at that point in 
time the defense said well, they did not want to go into the matter 
now. They will wait until a verdict is returned and take it up then. 

It was at that point in time that the matter came to light, and 
after the verdict they decided that they wanted to move for a new 
trial based upon the fact that the individual FBI agent who testi- 
fied only on materiality had had previous allegations made against 
him of misconduct. That was, according to the judge, a factor which 
the defense, had it known about, may have been able to develop 
and may have changed the jury’s verdict. 

We have subsequently reindicted the defendant in that case — ^Mr. 
Williams — ^and he is awaiting trial in February for those counts of 
false statements as well as giving gratuities to Secretary Espy in 
violation of the Meat Inspection Art of 1907. 

Mr. Lantos. The court basically found that your team violated 
Mr. Williams’ constitutional rights by not providing him with excul- 
patory evidence that you had. This was a clear violation of his con- 
stitution£il rights. 

Mr. Smaltz. I do not believe the court put the blame on the pros- 
ecutors that prosecuted that case. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. 'Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome to the world of 
American politics, Mr. Smaltz. We find when we are campaig ni ng 
every 2 years sometimes your opponents are lacking in ideas and 
they are also lacking in good an^ogies. And so what do they do? 
They resort to a negative campaign to try to destroy you. That is 
why a lot of people do not even go to the polls. They are so fed up 
with that kind of behavior. 

Let us talk about behavior. You got a pretty good reference yes- 
terday and today when the Director of the FBI said that all deal- 
ings with you have been professional and when he said he had 
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great respect for you and he said that the view of Mr. Smaltz as 
an attorney and prosecutor is extremely high. So I think you come 
before this committee with some pretty good references and nega- 
tive campaigning won’t destroy that. 

Now, let me get into a few issues here. Tyson Foods has been 
named a couple of times by some of my colleagues. We had an ex- 
tensive hearing of this full committee a few years ago on the frozen 
chicken rule of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. So I hope when 
you get into this in agriculture that you take a look at the forces 
that led to the Federal frozen chicken rule remaining the same 
against what the law in California is, which is more stringent, has 
a higher standard to protect the public health, and the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture wouldn’t change it. 

When I listened in that hearing that this committee held, the fin- 
gerprints of Tyson Foods were all over that particular position of 
the Department of Agriculture. Whether you can trace it to exact 
money buying in campaigns and all the rest, I don’t know. But you 
might want to look at that. 

Now, let me get into a few other things. 

We got into a discussion with the Attorney General, I think all 
of us, on what is a conflict of interest. And she said that Justice 
has tried to take care of that situation by having different teams 
and so forth and so on and gave me the prison guard analogy, that, 
yes, there might be a case against a prison guard and there might 
be a different interest, so forth. 

The point is, she is not a jprison guard. She is an appointee of 
the President of the United States. He doesn’t appoint prison 

? aards. You don’t have to worry about the prison guard that much. 

ou do have to worry when the Attorney (^neral is the appointee 
of the President and, as you said, there is a real problem here with 
Justice and a lot of the independent coxmsels. Do you have any 
feeling on how it is in Justice? Do they try to prevent these con- 
flicts of interest from going on as to who represents whom? 

Mr. Smaltz. Congressman, I can only speculate as to that. I 
would prefer not to do so. I am not that familiar with the internal 
workings of the Justice Department except to the extent as it re- 
lates to me and specific issues and items of discussion that I have 
had with them. 

Mr. Horn. Let me ask you then, moving on, the Department of 
Justice’s opposition to the Blackl^ prosecution was not the first 
time that the Department of Justice had actively opposed or im- 
peded your investigation, was it? 

Mr. Smaltz. It was not. 

Mr. Horn. What kind of opposition did you get from the Depart- 
ment of Justice before? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, when we had thought that we had sufficient 
evidence and facts to justify looking at particular other matters 
that we thought we should investigate, Justice opposed that. And 
we asked them either for a referral of the matter as a related mat- 
ter or alternatively as an expansion of our jurisdiction and they de- 
clined to do either. And so we just deviated from that course and 
directed our attentions elsewhere. 

Mr. Horn. When I listened to some of my colleagues both yester- 
day and today compare the U.S. Attorney’s Office in Massachusetts 
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to an independent counsel, the thought that crossed my mind, the 
U.S. Attorney’s Office in Massachusetts doesn’t have to pry docu- 
ments out of the White House. Isn’t it true that the Department 
of Justice supported the White House position not to turn over 86 
documents that were material to your investigation? 

Mr. Smaltz. I do not — I am not certain that the Department of 
Justice took a position in that. I think that perhaps the WWte 
House Counsel’s Office took a position, but I do not believe, I be- 
lieve DOJ stayed out of that fight. 

Mr. Horn. And the result of that oj^sition, be it by the counsel 
to the President or the Department of Justice, was, what, when it 
went to the court? 

Mr. Smaltz. Let me tell you this, and the matter was argued be- 
fore the circuit and the circuit ruled, I think, in June and the cir- 
cuit ruled that we were entitled to certain information and we 
would have to make an additional showing as to other information. 
As I sit here today, we still don’t have that information the circuit 
said we should have back in June. And this is now December. 

Mr. Horn. And then some wonder why you take so long to con- 
vict when you have this t}^ of obstacle that is put up before you 
every step of the way. 

Mr. Smaltz. There are a lot of obstacles that are placed in the 
way of these types of prosecutions. I mentioned some of them in a 
speech I gave not too long ago that was reported among other 
places in the Wall Street Journal. So there is a number of obstacles 
that independent counsel particularly face. 

Mr. Horn. I think this case is known as the In re Sealed case 
for reference. 

Mr. Smaltz. The D.C. Circuit case, yes. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to congratulate you 
on the work you have done on this whole matter, the Espy matter. 
I served on this committee as a freshman on a subcommittee that 
dealt with the question of meat and poultry standards. I remember 
after getting elected, I just pulled some copies of our hearings, the 
administration said the meat and poultry standards are coming. 
The new rules are coming emd we held a hearing. 

In fact, the hearings were November 4th and 19th, 1993. We had 
the E. coli problems. They were coming and coming. This is an- 
other hearing we held. They never got there. I always wondered 
why they never got there. I raised questions about Tyson’s inter- 
ference. It is all documented. It is public record. It is great reading. 
But I found out what happened to the meat and poultry regula- 
tions. It is all documented there. You did great followup. 

I think the public, and your job is the health and public safety, 
the job that you are responsible for ensuring took place and you did 
a commendable job. So it is there. It is great reading. You can read 
how the Department of Justice intervened in a case after Tyson 
weighed in in California. Unprecedented fashion. It is all detailed 
here. 

What I want to get into is a couple of things. First of all, you 
discussed the turf war with the Public Integrity Section, I think, 
of the Department of Justice briefly. I heard Louis Freeh tell us the 
chain of command. We have heard that there is already problems 
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there in the Department of Justice with his task force. It is my un- 
derstanding that Mr. La Bella is now in charge. You have said you 
have had problems with DOJ. Specifically, who have you had prob- 
lems with? Have you had any problems with Mr. Radek, the head 
of Public Integrity Section? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, we have because it was the Public Integrity 
Section that opposed our exercising our jurisdiction over Mr. 
Blackley and farming enterprises. 

Mr. Mica. So that opposition would have been by Mr. Radek. 

Mr. Smaltz. Yes, by him and his division. 

Mr. Mica. And as I understood the chain of command today, I 
guess that Mr. La Bella, who has now been put in charge, is under- 
neath Mr. Radek. 

Mr. Smaltz. I don’t know. I don’t know how the present task 
force is set up. 

Mr. Mica. That is what the FBI Director testified to so that 
raises some concern. Now, there has also been a report that you 
may have talked to David Barrett, I guess, was the HUD special 
counsel and Ken Starr, the Whitewater special counsel. They may 
have expressed similar concerns about DOJ interference. Could you 
describe any conversations you have had or concerns they may 
have expressed? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, I really would prefer not to do that. Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Mica. We should call them in separately. 

Mr. Smaltz. I wish you would. As you know, there have been 
statements in the press concerning various efforts to extend juris- 
diction or have things referred to as a related matter by other inde- 
pendent counsel, but they are in the best position to tell you. 

Mr. Mica. But they have expressed concern to you that they have 
had similar problems? 

Mr. Smaltz. I am not prepared to say that they have. I think one 
of the two has. 

Mr. Mica. One of the two has. Let me also express some concern 
about the organized attacks that you have noted, that there are 
media attacks and DOJ attacks that have been orchestrated by the 
White House. I find that disturbing. Could you describe more in de- 
tail how these attacks may undermine your investigations and 
prosecution? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, any time that an independent counsel, any 
prosecutor is attacked and portrayed as some zealot who is not al- 
together there or who is overly aggressive, there is what I call the 
ripple effect. First of all, to the extent they can be painted as some 
aberration, witnesses are less likely to come forward and be forth- 
coming. Targets are less likely to come in to admit their criminal 
culpability because they believe that the press and the efforts of 
those who are attempting to pillar the independent counsel may 
sufficiently discredit them so that the independent counsel will 
never get to complete his prosecutorial efforts. 

Mr. Mica. Wouldn’t it just force you to learn that they formed 
a committee, back to business committee, which solicited money 
from some of the folks we are investigating, Johnny Chung, to at- 
tack Mr. Starr and other investigations and some of these folks are 
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now, like Ann Lewis and Lynn Cutler, operating out of the White 
House. 

Mr. Smaltz. I am not aware of that. I have to tell you the truth. 
I have enough problems in my own investigation and prosecutions. 
I have not been keeping myself totally current with all the endeav- 
ors and efforts of the ongoing investigation. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Chairman, a unanimous consent request. Yester- 
day Mr. Lantos, to this committee, made a statement which said 
that I would like the record to show that President Reagan made 
fund-raising calls from both the White House and from Camp 
David. These calls included direct solicitation of Richard DeVos, 
president of Amway, asking him to raise $3,350 million. Mr. DeVos 
has sent a letter in response. I would like that to be made a part 
of the record and it does correct it, that that is inaccurate, and he 
has the accurate information. I would be glad to read it, if I was 
given the time. 

Mr. Burton. We will submit that for the record without objec- 
tion. I will be glad to give Mr. Lantos a copy of it so he can review 
it. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 



251 



AimrayOorporvttM 7S7d £»t Puflon SVmI Ada, Mchtgan 49355 


December 10, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform * Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20S1S 

Dear Mr. Chaimum: 

It is my understanding that yesterday Congressman Tom Lantos (D-CA) made the following statement; 

I would like the record to show that President Reagan made fundraising calls from both the 
White House and from Camp David. These calls included a direct solicitation of Richard 
DeVo.s. President of Araway, asking him to raise $3,350,000. 

I would like to conect the record. Uke most Americans, I certainly remember a telephone call from the 
President of the United States. The telephone call, that I believe Mr. Lantos is referring to. was not to 
solicit any money from me personally. President Reagan called to ask me to serve as Chairman of 
Republican Patty's Finance Committee which 1 was very honored to do. During this telephone call, I do 
not remember his mentioning any amount of money the Committee needed to raise. 

Over the years, I have supported the Republican Party because I believe that every citizen should 
participate ’ the political system, in whatever way they ate most able, whether it be through 
volunteering one's time or through conlriburions. 


Respectfully, 

RICHARD M. DEVOS, SR. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Smaltz, following up both on the conversation 
with Mr. Mica and, I think that you touched on this also in an 
interchange with the chairman earlier, with regard to statements 
made by Government officials about an independent counsel and 
what effect that can have. I think you used the word earlier that 
it could have the effect of impeding a proceeding, a prosecution; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. I did. Yes. That is correct. 

Mr. Barr. I susp^t that you used the word, your words very 
carefully, that that is the effect that it would have because if we 
look at it a different way, it puts us square into 18 U.S.C. 1505, 
the obstruction of proceedings before departments, agencies and 
committees, obstruction of justice statute, which makes it a Federal 
crime for any person, not just a Government official, that would in- 
clude, for example, somebody like a James Carville, who is on 
record repeatedly making very, very vicious and very pointed at- 
tacks on independent counsels and particularly Mr. Starr, that if 
they com^tly, and it defines the word corruptly, not in the sense 
that in different statutory settings we might think of a payment in 
return for something, but simply acting with an improper purpose. 
If somebody corruptly impedes an investigation or prosecution or 
other proceedings, very broadly defined, which would clearly in- 
clude an independent counsel, that they are, they have violated the 
corruption, the obstruction of justice statute. 

So we are talking about matters here that are very, very serious, 
that go, I believe, and I suspect you would a^e, to the intemty 
of not just an independent cotmsel, but our judicial system and the 
ability of prosecutors, whether they are appointed prosecutors, 
elected prosecutors or independent counsels to carry out their law- 
ful mandates; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, yes, Mr. Barr. I agree with much of what you 
say. But let me m^lke it clear that I at no time have accused any 
person of violating either 1503 or 1505 and obstructing justice. 

Mr. Barr. I understeuid. I am glad. I tried to make that clear. 
You chose your earlier words, very, very carefully. I am character- 
izing the process somewhat differently and saying that it could 
very well get us into 1505, but I imderstand that you have not said 
that. 

Mr. Smaltz. I have not and I would never suggest that of Public 
Integrity. My concern with the opposition that I^lic Integrity filed 
was I didn’t think it had a principled basis. First of all, the statute 
was clear. No. 1, and No. 2, it was clearly a related matter because 
of the broad scoi^ of my jurisdiction, as 1 previously mentioned and 
read. And there is just no basis. There may have been other bases, 
but nonetheless they came forward as is their right. I think they 
have a right to litigate their position, but I didn’t think it was a 
principled position. 

Mr. Barr. I understand. Speaking of Public Integrity at the De- 
partment of Justice, Mr. Chairman, I think it might be worthwhile 
to take Mr. Lantos up on one thing that I thii^ he did say that 
was appropriate today and that is that we ought to hear from the 
Department of Justice on this, perhaps Mr. Lee Radek, the head 
of Public Integrity; Mr. John Hogan, the Attorney General’s chief 
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of staff; Mr. Bob Litt, the Deputy Assistant to the Attorney General 
on this matter because I thiii it is very, very important. 

Mr. Smaltz, again, with regard to another matter that has al- 
ready been touched on today, according to what I believe was an 
October 8, 1997, report in the Wall Street Journal, you were quote, 
“called on the carpet,” as we have discussed, earlier at Justice in 
July 1995 in order to stop investigating Tysons Foods. Would you 
please explain in a little bit of detail that meeting and the cir- 
cumstances surroimding it? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, first of all, let me point out that Tyson Foods 
is still under investigation. I can only say this about the meeting. 
At the meeting that I was at, the following people were ^sent 
from the Department of Justice: the Attorney General; the Deputy 
Attorney General, who was then Jamie Gorelick; JoAnn Harris, 
who was Chief of the Criminal Division; Jack Keeney; Lee Radek, 
and I believe JoAnn Farrington. And present with me was my dep- 
uty at the time, Ted Greenbei^. And that sort of set the param- 
eters for tile meeting. I do not think it would be appropriate at this 
time for me to go into what was said given the sensitivity of the 
matter. 

Mr. Barr. Could you indicate to us whether or not the character- 
ization made in this particular article by Mr. Morrison in October 
1997 was essentia^ accurate in the gist of the meeting being to 
stop investigating lysons Food? Obviously if that was, it did not 
work, but was that tiie gist of the proceedings generally as he has 
laid them out in his article? 

Mr. Smaltz. Let me just say that it concerned ovir investigation 
of '^son Foods. 

Idr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Smaltz. May 1 ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Burton. Of myself? 

Mr. Smaltz. No, of Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Burton. Of course. 

Mr. Smaltz. What was the source of that article? Was it two Jus- 
tice officials or do you recall? The record will speak for itself. 

Mr. Barr. I have some references to it here. I do not recall the 
exact sources, but I remember it was. It seemed to be, as always, 
by the Wall Street Journal, a weU-written inece by Mr. Morrison. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. McIntosh. 

Mr. McIntosh. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would yield my time 
to Representative Cox. 

Mr. Cox. I thank my colleague for yielding. Before I proceed with 
a line of questions, Mr. Smaltz, you and I discussed the fines that 
you had recovered in consequence of winning 12 separate convic- 
tions. That is, as we established, multimillions of dollars. I have to- 
taled it up myself and the only reason I did so, after you and I dis- 
cussed it, is that my colleague from California asserted that the 
fines that you have collected “do not begin,” if I am quoting him 
correctly, and I think I am, “do not begin to cover the expenses that 
you have generated as an independent counsel.” 

First of all, I have never thought that law enforcement was any- 
thing but a cost. I mean the cops on the beat, except to the extent 
we give them quotas for tickets and so on, generally don’t return 
enough revenues to cover their investigation of murder cases. The 
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U.S. Attorneys cost money. We have to pass a DOJ appropriation 
bill around here because the Department of Justice costs billions 
of dollars over time. So I do not t hink it is your job to be a profit 
center. But the truth is that not only do the fines that you have 
recovered begin to cover the total costs, but they do far more than 
that. 

To use my colleague’s number, I believe he said that you have 
run a tab up so far of $8.4 million. I don’t know if that is correct. 
I know that you have said other costs that the Department of Jus- 
tice is engendering are being included in yoiur total. My calculation 
of the amount of fines that you have collected, which need to be 
offset against the cost of the independent coimsel, in your case is 
$4.5 million not counting the fine that you may get against Ron 
Blackley. 

And I note that since it is $250,000 a count and that he has been 
punished on three counts, that that is another three-quarters of a 
million dollars potentially. He may not be good for that so we won’t 
count that. But a $2 million fine was awarded against Crop Grow- 
ers Association; is that correct? 

Mr. Smaltz. That is correct. 

Mr. Cox. A $1.5 million fine was awarded against Sun Diamond 
Growers. 

Mr. Smaltz. That is correct. 

Mr. Cox. A $1 million plus fine was awarded against Smith Bar- 
ney. 

Mr. Smaltz. That is correct. 

Mr. Cox. And I have got $60,000 in other fines for a total of 
$4,560 million in fines that are to be paid directly to the U.S. 
Treasury. I hope that that puts to rest this notion that we should 
be opposed to an independent counsel because we can’t afford it. I 
think that is a foolish assertion and people should be embarrassed 
to make it. I would permit you to comment on it, if you wish. 

Mr. Smaltz. Thank you. Those fines have, in fact, been paid. We 
have collected that amount. It is not just outstanding. I would 
make a comment. We are not in the quota business, and you are 
right, you can’t put a price tag on law enforcement. But let me just 
emphasize, since one of these cases resulted in a $2 million fine, 
the Crop Growers case, that was a case where a public corporation. 
Crop Growers Insurance Co., contributed $46,000 in illegal cam- 
pai^ contributions to Henry Espy, the brother of Secretary Mi- 
chael Espy, when the Secretary of Agriculture was sponsoring a 
msgor biU that could affect how crop insurance was written. 

And those kinds of cases, they are not easy to dig out. Crop 
Growers was located up in Montana. The campaign was down in, 
for Hemy Espy, was down in Mississippi. There was money laun- 
dering involved that occmred in Louisiana. That takes time, effort 
and money to ferret out. I think it is an unfortunate hit when peo- 
ple try to say, well, the investigation cost this much and what do 
you have to show for it, because we are trying to make the Govern- 
ment better, weed out the corruptive sources. That takes time, ef- 
fort, and a lot of money. But law enforcement is expensive. 

Mr. Cox. Mr. Smaltz, just a few days ago you won three convic- 
tions against the chief of staff to the Sroretary of Agriculture in the 
Clinton administration. The convictions obviously couldn’t have 



255 


been obtained if there were not a prosecution. Justice did not want 
to prosecute the chief of staff to the Secretary of Agricultiu*e and 
it ^so went further and went to court to stop you from doing so. 
Is it fair to say that if Janet Reno had had her way that Mr. 
Blackley would have gotten off scot-free? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, Justice had looked at the Blackley matter. It 
had much of, but not all the same evidence we had, and it had de- 
clined in March 1995 to prosecute Mr. Blackley. So if we had not 
prosecuted him, I don’t know who would have. 

Mr. Cox. And of course if he were not prosecuted, he would have 
gotten away scot-free with the crimes for which he was convicted 
a few weeks ago. 

Mr. Smaltz. That is correct. 

Mr. Cox. I thank the chairman. I am sorry. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Just a quick question, Mr. Smaltz. With regard to the 
length of time it takes to successfully conclude one of your prosecu- 
tions, is that entirely a function of what you and your staff do? Or 
would it also be somewhat dependent on delays occasioned by op- 
posing counsel, the courts and so forth? 

Mr. Smaltz. It is a multiparty problem. It is not only what we 
do. We can try and investigate as rapidly and thoroughly as we 
can. But when the entities that we are seeking information from 
or subpoenaing documents, whatever, won't cooperate or won’t turn 
it over, then we have to go to coiurt. We have to do, when we have 
to go to court, we have to wait for the court process to take its 
time. That involves some considerable delays. 

I think we factored in at one time that it takes about 15 weeks 
when a motion is contested at the grand jury level because of the 
number of motions that have been filed, about 15 weeks often for 
material to come forth after the subpoena has demanded, about 15 
weeks later before we get it. That is very disruptive on the inves- 
tigation. That is just the investigation. 

Then you get to the prosecution. Once the indictment is returned. 
Government does not control how quickly the case proceeds. In all 
our cases we have told the court we are ready to go. On the date 
of the indictment we are ready to go. The court has its problems 
with its calendars. It is going to look to defense counsel. The courts 
are usually deferential to the defense counsel and despite the fact 
that we have tried to get cases to trial as rapidly as possible, the 
best we have done is about 65 days. And that was here in the dis- 
trict. 

We have had one case in California that lingered more than a 
year before we got it to trial after it was indicted, although we kept 
asking for a tri^ and asking for a trial. So the Government doesn’t 
have the ability to control that pace. That is where a lot of the 
delay, that is where they come from. 

Whenever you have a delay, your costs are going to go up. Be- 
cause you have the staff in place, you are prepsired to go, you are 
waiting to go. What are you supposed to do? Fire the lawyers and 
say, I do not need you now? Come back in 3 months or 4 months 
when we get a trial date. You can’t do that. You can’t tell the in- 
vestigators to go home. 
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Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Cox has his 
time now, 5 minutes. 

Mr. Cox. I thank the chairman. I yield to the chairman. 

Mr. Burton. I just wanted to point out, there have been some 
questions about the cost of the investigation and I think my col- 
league, Mr. Cox, has vepr clearly stated why this has not been an 
overly expensive investigation. I wanted to compare that to the 
Iran Contra investigation which lasted from 1986 to 1993, the total 
cost was $48 million. The investigation of HUD Secretary Ssim 
Pierce was $27 million. The Whitewater investigation, I think, has 
been about $27 million. So there have been some substantially 
more expensive investigations than this one. As Mr. Cox said, you 
have garnered some substantial results. Mr. Cox, thank you for 
yielding. 

Mr. Cox. I thank the chairman. Mr. Smaltz, if I may, I would 
like to ask you about the independent counsel statute. You are a 
lawyer. You have been appointed by a three-judge panel as an 
independent coimsel. Certainly, you understand the law. It is not 
long and you work under it. We had a chance to talk to the Attor- 
ney General about the statute as well and the standard that she 
uses to determine whether an independent counsel is in order. 

Under section 591(c), an independent coimsel for a covered per- 
son, like the Vice President, whom she was investigating under the 
independent counsel statute up until recent days, is mandatory if, 
quote, there are reasonable grounds to believe further investigation 
is warranted, close quote. 

We have learned from our hearings in recent days that, despite 
the fact that the Attorney General, at the expiration of the time of 
the preliminary investigation, did not make application to the 3- 
judge panel to consider appointing independent counsel, the FBI is 
continuing its investigation into the matter of telephone calls, and 
fund-raising phone calls, made from the White House by Vice 
President A1 Gore. 

The way I read the statute, if the investigation is continuing, of 
course there must be reasonable groimd to do so. And if there are 
reasonable grounds to do so, an independent counsel is mandatory. 
Therefore, on the face of the statute, it would appear that the At- 
torney General is violating independent counsel law. 

Could you give us your understanding of the way the independ- 
ent counsel law wor^ and whether or not you agree that if there 
are reasonable grounds to continue investigation after the prelimi- 
nary investigation expires, one must, if you are the Attorney Gen- 
eral, apply to the 3-judge panel to appoint an independent counsel? 

Mr. Smaltz. Congressman Cox, you’re a fellow Californian and 
I have the greatest respect for you. You worked in the White House 
at one time, I believe. You’re a lawyer. I think I would be overstep- 
ping the purpose for which I’m here if I began to opine on the At- 
torney General’s present decisions whether or not to appoint an 
independent counsel. I really don’t think that it would be appro- 
priate for me to do that. I mean, I’ve got enough problems of my 
own. And besides, Fm trying to get this investigation done. I want 
to get back to California. 

Could I be excused from that question, please? 
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Mr. Cox. I permit you to demur. Although, frankly, all I am ask- 
ing for is a fair reading of the law. It is the face of the statute that 
I am concerned with. But I xmderstand that you do not want to 
stick your neck in that wringer. 

Mr. Smaltz. I can tell you what I said publicly in a speech I gave 
about the independent counsel, how I viewed how the independent 
counsel statute works, if you gave me a moment. But it had noth- 
ing to do with whether or not the Attorney General was acting 
properly. If you would like to hear it, I will see if I can find it. 

Mr. Cox. Well, you are certainly welcome following the hearing 
to submit it for the record. And we will be sure to see that it is 
included. And I ask unanimous consent for that purpose at this mo- 
ment. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Cox. I thank you. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Speech by Don Smaltz, Independent Counsel, at the “Corporate 
Crime in America” conference presented by the Corporate 
Crime Reporter, Washington, D.C., October 16, 1997 


“Independent Counsel Matters Take Too Long” 
Compared to What? 


“Independent Counsel matters take too long” is a 
never-ending criticism made about almost every Independent Counsel. 
The statute creating the Independent Counsel directs him to perform four 
separate, but inter-related, functions; investigate, prosecute, handle 
s^pellate matters, and prepare a detailed Final Report Which of these 
functions takes too long? Some? All? Intimately involved in each 
function are at least two other players — the subject/defendant, and the 
court. If Independent Counsel matters take too long, who , if anyone, 
should bear responsibility? 

“Independent Counsel matters take too long” is a criticism 
that's pregnant with condemnatioiL but short on specifics — like too 
long — compared to what? The only other institution I know that has a 
similar mission and offers a basis for comparison is the Department of 
Justice. 
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1 believe the Independent Counsel’s investigators and 
prosecutors do not take any longer — or are any less efficient — than their 
DOJ counterparts. In fact, all thin gs considered, you may find they are 
actually more efficient and take less time. I say "all dungs considered" 
because today I want to discuss some impediments to Independent 
Counsel investigations not encountered by their DOJ counterparts. 

One time clock setting the maximum limits for investigation 
an ft indictment of federal offenses is the federal statute of liimtations 
which, for most federal felonies, is S years; although, for certain 
financial institutional crimes, the statute is 10 years. 

The Independent Counsel's usual focus is on public 
corruption ~ a species of white collar crime at the highest levels of 
government This conference is discussing a variety of “white collar” 
crimes, and many of you are very experienced. Ask yourselves how 
long it takes just to investigate, and then to prosecute these offenses. 

In a Wall Street Journal story in May 1995, entitled “The 
Bad Guys Are Winning,” the author concluded the Justice Department 
“takes far longer to bring white collar criminals to justice than 
perpetrators of other crimes.” While the article did not quantify the 
entirety of the process, based on Justice Department statistics, it did note 
that “it takes more than 1 0 months for a white collar criminal case to be 
filed in court from the time it is referred to the federal prosecutor’s 
office.” Before referral to the prosecutor, there are three otiier pieces to 
the investigative equation that were not quantified in the article; 

1 . The length of time to discover the alleged crime; 

2. The length of time to investigate; and 

3. The length of time after investigation to refer to the 

prosecutor. 
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I know of no statistics that compute mean times for these 
other three periods, but your experience will confirm that the time to 
complete each will vaiy significantly depending upon the crime, the 
investigative agency, and a variety of other &ctors. 

I asked you earlier to reflect on how long, in your experience, 
it took to investigate white collar matters. What time-period came to 
mind? In my experience, from fiie inception of the investigation to the 
indictment a “generic” white-collar case runs from a minimum of about 
12 months upward to 48 months, with tiie norm being about 3-1/2 years. 
Whatever your belief of the average length, is it inappropriate to expect 
an Independent Counsel to complete the investigation phases of public 
corruption cases any more quickly than DOJ ? 

While Independent Counsel investigations can often mobilize 
more investigative and lawyer firepower on paiticular factual issues fiian 
their DOJ counteipaits, there are a variety of obscure statutoiy 
requirements and unique circumstances which lengthen the Independent 
Counsel investigations. These have received scant attention, but should 
be considered when deciding whether Independent Counsel matters 
really take too long. 

From the get-go, frie newly sq>pointed Independent Counsel 
encounters some real impediments to even starting his investigatioh. 
Consider that, upon assuming office, a newly-appointed United States 
Attorney steps into a fully-fimctional DOJ office, complete with 
security-cleared staffi agents and Assistant U.S. Attorneys possessing a 
base of institutional knowledge. Conversely, the Independent Counsel 
starts from ground zero. He has only the piece of paper evidencing his 
^pointment and jurisdiction. He has no telq>hone, no office, no staffi 
no lawyers, no agents, no books, no computns - not even a FAX 
machine. 
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While the 1994 amendments to the Act obligate GSA to 
“promptly provide office space for the Ind^ndent Counsel,” that is 
easier said &an done. If experience is any guide, the newly-appointed 
Independent Counsel is provided “temporary” space — a closet in the 
basement of some federal office building - from which he must begin 
the process of attenqiting to recruit qualified people. The conversation 
with the potential staffer will include; 

Q. “How long will this job last?" 

A. "I don't know." 

Q. "Is friis where you'll office? 

A. "I dont know." 

Q. "When will you know?" 

A. "I'm not sure," 

The ejqilanation to the e}q>erienced lawyer candidates is even 
more difficult They aren’t as concerned about where fiiey’ll be working 
as they are about how many cases diey’ll try. 

Lawyer. "I graduated 5th in my law school class. I was editor of the 
Law Review; clerk to a federal circuit judge; served ID years 
as an AUSA, die last 5 as head of the fraud unit, and tried 17 
cases to verdict For the past three years Fve been in private 
practice doing Utigafioit How many trials can I eiqiect to be 
assigned?" 

/C: "I don’t know — there m^ well be no indictments. Out of a 

total of 17 Independent Counsels qipointed imder the statute, 
10 brought no indictments. Until we complete our 
investigation, we won’t know about trials." 
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Despite their unknown duration and destination. Independent 
Counsel investigations have been able to attract tremendously talented, 
able and e^qperienced staff, agents and lawyers from private practice, 

U.S. Attorneys Offices, and DOJ. 

My intent is not to burden you with the Independent 
Counsel's travails of locating, equipping and staffing the office, or 
complying with never-ending inane GSA regulations. I simply note that, 
starting from ground zero, it generally takes anywhere from three to 12 
months before the organization is integrated fully and adequately 
equipped to function efficiently. 

So, when do you start the clock on the Independent 
Counsel — when he is £q)pointed, or when his office is effectively up and 
nmning? If your standard of comparison is his DOJ equivalent, 
consistency suggests you use the date frte Independent Counsel is fully 
operational. 

A second impediment not encountered by DOJ in its 
prosecutions, and which has a dramatic inqract on an Independent 
Counsel, are the unintended consequences of the Attorney General's 
“preliminary investigation.” 

The Independent Counsel Act provides that when the 
Attorney General receives information sufficient to constitute grounds to 
investigate allegations of federal criminal conduct by a "covoed 
person," she must conduct a preliminary investigation within 90 days. 

28 U.S.C. § 592(a)(1). If after the preliminary investigation she 
concludes "there are reasonable grounds to believe fruthex investigation 
is warrante4'' she files an application for appointment of an Independent 
Counsel with the Special Division. 28 U.S.C. § 592(c). 
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In making the detenninalion ^vhether or not further 
investigation is warranted, the Attorney General may consider only the 
specificity of the alleged criminal conduct and the credibility of the 
source of that informatiotL 28 U.S.C. § 591(d)(1). This is a very low’ 
threshold, indeed, that Congress has set, tilting the process in the 
direction of appointment of an Independent Counsel. Moreover, in 
making the determination, she is limited to questioning witnesses who 
voluntarily agree to interviews, and reviewing documents voluntarily 
produced. 


The Attorney General does not have any of fl\e basic 
prosecutorial tools so necessary for thorough investigation because she 
is statutorily forbidden “to convene Grand Juries, plea bargain, grant 
immunity, or issue subpoenas." 28 U.S.C. § 592(aX2). How in the world 
can you ever get to tiie bottom of things if you can’t use compulsory 
process ?! If that’s not bad enough, according to recent news reports, 
DOJ apparently construes its limited investigation charter so narrowly 
that "you can't ask someone if a covered person committed a crime." 

H, and I say if this “don’t ask — don’t tell” restriction is 
imposed by DOJ, it’s small wonder that the press accurately repotted 
long before an Independent Counsel was sought in the Espy and the 
Cisneros matters, that the Public Integrity Section was of the opinion 
there should be no Independent Counsel in either matter. 

While the Attorney General’s "limited preliminary 
investigation” cannot, under the terms of the statute, meaningfully 
develop the facts underlying the accusations, it does, however, walk all 
over the supposed crime scene, leaving indelible footprints. Those 
prints portend a variety of mischief for the Independent Counsel. First, 
it alerts the subjects of the investigation where the investigation is 
coming from and who it’s heading toward. Second, this alert causes 
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them and others to "lawyer up," with the inevitable exchange of 
information among lawyers and fheir clients concerning >\diose client 
remembers what, whose client cannot recall what, and whose client 
believes he was absent that day. Third comes the lawyer's public 
espousal of his strategy — often complete with a public relations advisor, 
followed by statements from the subjects' surrogates in the media, to the 
effect “tiiere was no intent to violate the law,” “the law is too old,” “the 
law has never been enforced,” “he was only being treated as femily,” 
“there is no controlling legal authority,” “this is a witch hunt,” etc., etc. 

Thus, while few white collar criminal cases take on a public 
persona at the investigative stage, it is tiie exceptional Independent 
Counsel investigation that does not become a media curio, transforming 
the Independent Counsel into an instant political figure. Once this 
transformation is established, then by definition the 
investigation — according to some — becomes a political vendetta against 
the subject of the investigation. 

The media then no longer reports the matter as a government 
investigation, but rather as a political event which in turn causes file 
subjects, and those politically aligned witii the subject, to deride the 
"vendetta." Clever and politically-astute defense counsel are keenly 
aware that investigations suffering public approbation are less likely to 
obtain evidence from reluctant or neutral witnesses. Some may ascribe 
great wisdom to the observation: “you can indeed fool all of the people 
all of the time if the P.R. is right and the budget big enough.” 

So while the intent of tiie Act’s provision for a limited 
preliminary investigation is understandable, the effect is to interject 
myriad problems that delay and impede the Independent Counsel’s 
investigation. 
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Other factors contributing to the length of Independent 
Counsel investigations not iqiparently encountered to the same extent in 
DOJ investigations are lying, peijury, and plain old obstruction of 
justice, which I’ll collectively refer to as “false statements.” If indeed 
conspiracy charges are the darling of the prosecutor’s nursery, for 
Independent Counsel investigations “felse statement” charges occupy a 
most-favored cradle there. 

When federal agents question a witness, the witness has only 
two choices: answer the question tmdifully; or decline to answer. Lying 
is not an option and, if he lies, he is subject to — and should 
be — prosecuted. The felse statement statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1001, is a 
relatively straightforward statute. It provides, in essence: 

“whoever . . . knowingly and wilfully makes any materially 
false . . . statement” to a federal investigator is guilty of a felony. 

The regularity and frequency (more than one-third of all 
Independent Counsel prosecutions have been for false statements, 
peijury, and obstruction) with which these charges appear is not because 
they are easy to prove. Quite the contrary. False statements are often 
charged as violations of 18 U.S.C. § 1001. These prosecutions are 
difficult to prove because, usually, it’s the word of the investigator 
against the word of the defendant — usually a person who is 
well-educated, erudite and without apparent criminal blemish, who was 
lying to the investigator in the hope he could steer the investigation 
away from himself or his boss, or his friend. 

Another difficulty with Section 1001 prosecutions is ttiat, 
despite the plain language, since 1962, a number of federal courts have 
read the plain language of Section 1001 as containing an “exculpatory 
no” defense. So, when a witness provides false testimony, diese courts 
say no crime was committed. The various courts that recognize this 
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defense can’t seem to agree with others on the rationale. However, 
according to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, a “good investigator 

will e^qiect the accused to lie ” Therefore, the &lse statements “will 

not impair the agency’s c riminal investigation.’’ United States v. Myers. 
878 F.2d 1142, 1143 (9th Cir. 1989). 

This whole matter of countenancing lies to federal agents is 
fundamentally wrong and way out of hand. It now even extends, 
according to the Court of Appeals, to a due process right for federal 
employees to lie. King v. Erickson, 89 F3d 1575 (Fed. Cir.), cert, 
granted, 1 17 S. Ct 2506 (1997). The deleterious impact of a due- 
process right to lie is staggering! 

Remember, in die Attorney General's preliminary 
examination to determine whether to seek an Independent Counsel, she 
is limited to interviewing witnesses and reviewing documents 
voluntarily provided. If witnesses have a right to lie with impunity, the 
Attorney General's preliminary investigation is illusory and may defeat 
the appointment of the Independent Counsel. 

The bright spot on the horizon may be on December 2, 1 997, 
when the Supreme Court will hear back-to-back arguments on whether 
there is an "exculpatory no" doctrine in 18 U.S.C. § 1001, Brogan v. 
United States, 104 F.3d 350, cert, granted, 1 17 S. Ct 2430 (1997) and 
on whether the due process clause gives federal employees a right to lie. 
King V. Erickson, 89 F.3d at 1575. I have high hopes that the Supreme 
Court will set it right. 

Lying not only misleads the investigation — it impedes and 
delays ongoing investigations. In a case I tried in New Orleans entitled 
United States v. Ferrouillet, et al., we were able to quantify the 
impeding effect ofthe defendant’s lies. It was 8 months. Ferrouillet was 
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a New Orleans lawyer who had managed the efforts to retire Henr>' 
Espy’s campaign debt Our investigators approached him about six 
months into our investigation to inquire about the source of $20,000 
cash that had been deposited in the Henry Espy campaign debt 
retirement account 

Ferrouillet told our investigators about some fundraisers he 
held, and said the cash came from various individuals who gave varying 
amoimts of cash -• between $250 and $500. He gave us a list of 46 
names and amounts. We had no reason to disbelieve Ferrouillet, and 
accepted his explanation for the moment and turned our attention 
elsewhere. It was not until eight months later, after a considerable 
amount of effort looking into lots of dry holes, and while examining 
campaign contributions from Crop Growers Insurance Corp., a Montana- 
based company with matters before the USDA, tiiat we learned the true 
source of Ae $20,000 cash was a $20,000 check from Crop Growers to 
Ferrouillet, recorded as a legal rctainrar. That “retainer” check did not 
appear on Ae law firm’s books. Nefthcr Ferrouillet nor his firm ever 
perfonned any legal services. Ferrouillet cashed Ais check at a grocery 
store in Algiers, Louisiana, which Ad not file a CTR, Aen “smurfed” Ae 
money mto Ae campaign account m three separate cash deposits. We 
indicted Ferrouillet and Crop Growers’ Chairman John Hemmingson 
for - and convicted Aem of — taking Ae $20,000 by fraud, and money 
laundering. Ferrouillet was also charged wiA - and convicted of- false 
statements to oiu mvestigators concerning Ae source of Ae cash. 

The career prosecutors and agents m my office, includmg 
Aose acting m an advisory capacity, are uniformly of Ae belief Aat 
Aere is more lying, perjury, and obstructive behavior m Ae mvestigative 
stage of Independent Counsel cases Aan m ordinary white collar cases. 
One can only speculate as to Ae reasons, but one explanation might be 
Aat, m Independent Counsel mvestigations, Ae wiAesses are often 
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people whose entire existence revolves around the swirl of politics, and 
in an environment where it is fer too tempting to put a glib, self-serving 
spin on responses to questions. Whatever the reason, the lie translates to 
more delay, more false trails, and more and greater investigative effort 
and time. 


Another fector contributing to the delay of Independent 
Counsel investigations, absent from most DOJ prosecutions, is that 
persons resisting an Independent Counsel investigation see the question 
of the Independent Counsel’s jurisdiction as a productive avenue for 
delaying tactics. 

DOJ investigations are rarely resisted on jurisdictional bases 
at the grand juty level, while Independent Counsel investigations are 
frequently challenged. Where the challenge is to a grand jury subpoena 
duces tecum, that means the documents are not produced until that 
challenge is resolved. Where the ruling is not made promptly, but 
lengthens into weeks and/or monfris, the ability to conduct an orderly 
and deliberate examination is destroyed. Without the documents, 
witness interviews are delayed. Agents and lawyers assigned to review 
the subpoenaed materials, and who were anticipating their immediate 
receipt, now need to turn their attention and efforts elsewhere. When, 
after court order, the documents are ultimately obtained, those agents 
who had the learning curve on this area may have been reassigned to 
some other project and not available. Now, new agents and lawyers may 
have to be assigned to start from ground zero. If there is a jurisdictional 
dispute between the Independent Counsel and DOJ, and that dispute 
becomes public, the problem is exacerbated. 
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As the Special Division noted in its published decision in In 
re Espy, 80 F.3d 501 (D.C. Cir. 1996), in the space of about 14 months, 
through February 1996, my ofiSce's jurisdiction in grand Jurj' matters had 
been tested by 43 jurisdictional motions. Since then, and through todaj , 
the challenges continue and number &r beyond the 43 mentioned by the 
Court. 


Given the volume of such motions filed in the investigatory 
phase of an Independent Counsel’s activities, it is not at all surprising 
tihat the district courts have experienced delays in deciding pending 
motions concerning the grand jury's investigation. The delays have 
averaged around IS weeks. 

One example: Five weeks after my appointment as 
Independent Counsel, my office, on October 15, 1994, served a grand 
jury subpoena duces tecum on the White House. The White House 
issued a press release on the subpoena, saying "We will cooperate." 
Three years later, we still do not have all the documents, even those the 
Court of Appeals ruled on June 17, 1997 should be turned over to us. 

Up to this time, my observations have concerned exclusively 
the investigative stage. I would now like to briefly mention the 
prosecutive stage, which is the time between filing of the indictment 
through trial and completion of appeals. 

Once an indictment is returned, there is little tire government 
attorney can do, whether DO J or Independent Counsel, beyond 
requesting as early a trial date as the court’s calendar permits. The 
prosecutor is c^tive to the court’s calendar, and tire court is usually 
deferential to defense counsels’ requests. 
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It is the rare white collar case indeed that meets the Speedy 
Trial Act’s command for a trial commencing within 70 days of 
arraignment Setting of the trial date is delayed at defense counsel’s 
request because of his stated intention to file numerous dispositive 
motions. The trial court needs time to consider and decide these matters, 
and that means delay. The ultimate re^onsibility, however, for the 
elapsed time the delay creates, is beyond the control of the prosecutor. It 
is only in Independent Counsel prosecuted matters that responsibilit}' is 
cast at the feet of the Independent Counsel. His DOJ counterpart is 
seldom, if ever, tagged with responsibility. 

Delays in trial exact anodier toll from the Independent 
Counsel which DOJ doesn’t pay. Since the ofSce of the hidependent 
Counsel is a temporary one, its personnel are by definition temporary 
also. Some of the employees come fi’om within federal service and some 
come from without. Virtually all the attorneys and investigative agents 
working on these cases have plans to return somewhere, and their desire 
is to return sooner rather than later. Consequently, if a case isn't tried 
expeditiously, there is likely to be turnover in persormel rendering the 
prosecution not only highly ineflScient but significantly more costly. 
Sometimes the trial court's postponement of trial results in the 
Independent Counsel’s trial team being disbanded. RestafBng the trial 
team requires redundancy of effort, which adds to fee mounting expense. 
One example; We have a case on fee West Coast that was indicted on 
October 18, 1 996. Despite our requests for an early trial at fee October 
1 996 arraignment, and again in Febttiary 1997, and again on April 9, 

1 997, it was not until April 30, 1997 feat fee court set a trial 

date -- September 16, 1997. The September 16, 1997 trial date has since 
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slipped to October 2 1 , 1 997 and, again, to Ortober 28, 1997. Let me 
mention briefly the efEsct of these delays. First, the original lawyer who 
we sent to the West Coast in November 1997 to oversee the office we 
opened for the upcoming trial — which we tiien e}q>ected would be 
January 1997 — was subsequently married. She left the office in July of 
this year to raise a ftunily. She was an integral part of the trial team in 
the companion case previously tried in September 1996 here in the 
District, and she was intimately conversant with the Actual and legal 
issues in the West Coast case. 

Because of the trial delays, I had to recast the trial team on 
three different occasions. If the case delays another month, I may have 
to do it a fourth time because two different U.S. Attorneys from two 
different jurisdictions who consented to the detailing of their Assistants 
to this office want them back. This is understandable — at the time they 
consented to the detaU, I stated the trials (there are two, as ftie court 
severed the indictment) would be finished in October. Now, they may 
not even start until November. In the meantime, since late July 1997, in 
preparation for the September trial date, we’ve had a team of lawyers, 
agents, and support s^ff standing at the ready in anticipation of the 
imminent trial date. 

Just as a prosecutor is unable to control the trial’s duration 
and time of sentencing, he is similarly unable to control, or even 
meaningfully influence, the appellate process. Whether the prosecutor is 
DOJ or Independent Counsel ~ outside of moving for c}q)edited 
treatment and {uromptly meeting the briefing schedules — the munber of 
appeals defendants file and the rime to resolve them is something over 
which the prosecutor has absolutely no control at alL 
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The diffeiencc between DOJ and Independent Counsel is that 
the latter is charged widi somehow being responsible for that time. This 
is a double*whammy because die Independent Counsel cannot prepare 
and release his Final Report until die appeals are resolved, and release of 
the Final Rqiort can be a complicated and tune-consuming process. 

The Final Report process adds another eight months to two 
years to Independent Counsel matters. I describe it as a process because 
the Independent Counsel’s statutory obligation to prepare a “final” 
report setting forth fully and completely a description of the work, 
including the disposition of all cases brought, is only the first step. 28 
U.S.C. § 594(hXlXb) 

The Special Division is charged with reviewing that report 
and identifying those individuals who should have die opportunity to 
comment. 28 U.S.C. § S94(hX2). After comment, the Independrat 
Counsel dien revises die report — now in final, final form, and gives it to 
the Government Printing Office. After printing, it is released to the 
public. 


But the matter doesn’t end there. After the Final Report is 
published and released, parties i^o wish to claim attorneys fees are 
given 30 days to file applications which, when filed with the Court, are 
served on die Independent Counsel and on the Attorney General, who 
separately consider, evaluate, and report dieir reflective findings to die 
Court within 90 days. 28 U.S.C. § 594(fXl). Eventually, the issue-of 
attorneys fees is resolved 28 U.S.C. § 594(^2). Lastiy, the Tndfipmitmr 
Counsel must package and transfer the office’s records to the Archives 
of the United States in accordance widi the procedures of 28 U.S.C. 

§ S94(k). Only then can the office be closed. 

When considering whether Independent Counsel matters 
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really take too long, reflect on these additional tasks not encountered by 
DO J before you automatically respond that Independent Counsel 
investigations take too long. 

Conspicuously absent from my remarks today is any 
discussion about costs of Independent Counsel investigations. The costs 
of these investigations are tracked and publicly reported on a six-month 
basis, and they produce some very, very substantial numbers. My topic 
is tough enou^ without also trying to e3q)lain the very substantial costs 
that accompany these investigations. That’s for another day. I do want 
to note that costs are a linear extension directly proportional to the 
length of the investigation. The more delays, the longer the 
investigation and the greater the costs. 

Independent Counsel investigations explore alleged 
corruption at the highest levels of government because of the perception 
that the Executive Branch cannot be trusted to investigate itself These 
are important investigations — and fliey do take a long time — but, given 
the myriad tasks required, and the number of players, do they take too 
long? In 1993, Attorney General Reno testified before the Senate in 
support of die reenactment of the fridependent Counsel Statute, which 
had then lapsed. I agree with her observations; 

“The reason that I support the concept of an 
Independent Counsel with statutory independence 
is that there is an inherent conflict t^enever 
senior Executive Branch officials are to be 
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investigated by the Department and its appointed 
head, the Attorney General. The Attorney 
General serves at the pleasure of the President.” 

To Reauthorize The Independent Counsel Law For Ah additional 5 
Years, And For Other Purposes: Hearing on S. 24 Before The 
Committee On Governmental Affairs, United States Senate, 103rd Cong. 
103-437 (1993) (Statement of Hon. Janet Reno, Attorney General, U.S. 
Department of Justice) 


Thank you. 
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Mr. Cox. And at this point I would yield to my colleague from 
California, Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you, Mr. Cox. 

As we closed out the last interrogatories, I mentioned In re 
Sealed case — ^and I wasn’t quite clear whether you received any of 
the 86 documents involved in this case from the White House; have 
you? 

Mr. Smaltz. No, not yet. 

Mr. Horn. And when was that court decision made? 

Mr. Smaltz. I want to say June 1997. 

Mr. Horn. So we are almost a half a year now. We are at the 
half-year mark. What can you do to compel the White House to 
agree and submit to a ruling of the Article III judiciary? 

Mr. Smaltz. I think we’ve done everything we can. And we have 
motions pending before the appropriate tribunal and we’re just 
waiting for rulings. 

Mr. Horn. Now, is that the Supreme Court? 

Mr. Smaltz. No, sir, it is not. It is back down at the trial court 
level. 

Mr. Horn. The decision required you to retry that? 

Mr. Smaltz. No, we don’t have to retry it. The circuit said we 
were entitled to certain information, we have yet to receive that in- 
formation, and that we’re entitled to make a showing as to the 
other documents, which we have not done yet because we’re wait- 
ing the documents or the information the circuit said we’re entitled 
to. 

Mr. Horn. The U.S. District Court of Appeals is probably the 
second most highest court in the land. And your treatment reminds 
me of what Andrew Jackson said about John Marshall when Mar- 
shall and the Supreme Court sided with the Cherokees. He said, 
“M8U"shall made his decision. Let him try to enforce it.” You are to- 
tally dependent upon the executive branch to enforce a court order. 

Now, here we have the highest level, the executive branch, the 
White House. They lost the case 3-0 at the appellate level. They 
have not turned over the documents. They are in defiance of the 
law and in defiance of the Constitution; are they not? 

Mr. Smaltz. We think we’re entitled to the information that the 
circuit said we are so that then we can attempt to make the req- 
uisite showing to obtain the rest. 

Mr. Horn. And it is essential to your case; is it not? 

Mr. Smaltz. Well, until we see it, we think it is but we haven’t 
seen it, so we don’t know. 

Mr. Horn. You would think they would quit protecting their po- 
litical appointees when they were foxmd witn their hand more than 
in the cookie jar. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Sununu has 
arrived I see. He has 5 minutes. 

Mr. Sununu. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to yield my time 
to Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I think we have covered it. I guess I don’t know 
what else you can do except have the fhistration we all have when 
we are stiffed. 

As I said earlier today, this committee has been stiffed for 5 solid 
years on documents. Whether it be Democratic or Republican, the 
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White House simply hasn’t produced. And yet the law is very clear, 
when so many members of the committee and the minority, they 
can demand records out of the executive branch. Well, they just 
thumbed their nose at that in the 103d Congress. We are now in 
the 105th and we are still dragging along here. 

And if you have any insights as an independent counsel, we 
would sure welcome them on what process we need to do to get the 
law obeyed by lawyers in the White House. Do we get the Amer- 
ican Bar to say, gee, fellas, you are not professionals anymore; let’s 
yank your law, whatever? Except those are handled at the State 
level generally. Or could the Federal court say, deliver that stuff 
or you can’t practice before us? 

What unique little options can you think of to get the law 
obeyed? 

Mr. Smaltz. Ordinarily, when the court issues an order to 
produce documents and the party doesn’t do so, the option is to 
move to hold the party in contempt. 

Mr. Horn. Do you plan to do that? 

Mr. Smaltz. I’m not sure. I’m not sure. We’re trying to wrap up 
our investigation. We have three prosecutions. We have some more 
avenues to pursue. And I’m not sure what we’re going to do with 
that at this point in time. But that is an option. 

Mr. Horn. My last question would be, do any of you ex-independ- 
ent counsels and you current independent counsels ever get to- 
gether and share war stories, and can we learn something from 
that as to the culture within the Department of Justice regardless 
of administration? 

Mr. Smaltz. The answer to your question is before I — right after 
I was sworn in, I spoke to four — ^three independent counsels, or 
former independent counsels, and was trying to get their sense of 
what the problems were. No. 1. 

No. 2, I think it is important that independent counsels, to the 
extent they can, exclumge information to see what common issues 
or problems they are facing. No. 3, at some point in time, and I’ll 
probably do this in our final report, I think we’re going to rec- 
ommend that there be something — ^there be a body of knowledge, 
institutional knowledge, on independent counsel and independent 
counsel problems so that when somebody is sworn into the inde- 
pendent counsel jobs he or she knows the nature of the problems 
they might well be facing. So I think it is probably a good idea if 
the independent counsels among themselves discuss those common 
problems that they have and possible solutions to them. 

Mr. Horn. It would make an excellent law school panel that C- 
Span could cover and you could get a book out of it. 

Mr. Smaltz. I don’t have time to write a book. 

Mr. Horn. I know. But you might some day if you can convict 
the rest of them. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentleman yield back the balance of his 
time? 

Mr. SUNUNU. I^eld back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
We have concluded. 

I think, Mr. Lantos, I believe you have a unanimous consent re- 
quest? 
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Mr. Lantos. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

A few moments ago Mr. DeVoss of Amway sent a letter via Mr. 
Mica, which is part of the record. I would like to request that a 
White House memorandum from Michael Dever to the President, 
dated March 2, 1981, be made part of the record, which spells out 
the $3,350 million Mr. DeVoss was asked to raise. 

Mr. Barr. Reserving the right to object, may I see the document? 

Mr. Burton. He reserves the right to object. May he see the doc- 
ument, please? 

Mr. Lantos. Yes, he may see the document. 

Mr. Burton. Here is an addition to that document if you would 
like to look at it, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Lantos. They are from the Reagan archives. 

Mr. Barr. Does the gentleman have information indicating 
where the phone call was to be made? 

Mr. Burton. You mean where it was made from? 

Mr. Barr. Well, this is recommending that a phone call be made. 

Mr. Lantos. Y’es. If I may answer my colleague, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

Mr. Lantos. The letter that Mr. Mica submitted on Amway let- 
terhead, dated December 10 and signed by Richard M. DeVos, 
reads as follows: 

“Dear Mr. Chairman,” this is to Mr. Burton, 

It is my vinderstanding that yesterday Con^ssman Tom Lantos, Democrat Cali- 
fornia, made the following statement: “I would like the record to show that Presi- 
dent Reagan made fvmd-raising calls from both the White House and firom Camp 
David. These calls included the direct solicitation of Richard DeVos, President of 
Amway, asking him to raise $3,350,000.” 

I would like to correct the record. Like most Americans, I certainly remember a 
telephone call from the President of the United States. The telephone call, that I 
believe Mr. Lantos is referring to, was not to solicit any money from me personally. 
President Reagan called to ask me to serve as Chairman of the Republican Party's 
Finance Committee which I was very honored to do. During this telephone call, 1 
do not remember his mentioning any amount of money the Committee needed to 
raise. 

Et cetera. 

The memo from Mr. Dever to President Reagan tells the Presi- 
dent that he should ask DeVos to get another 335 Eagles. Eagles 
contribute $10,000. If my arithmetic is correct, that is $3,350 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. Cox. Would my colleague yield, Mr. Barr? 

Mr. Barr. Yes. 

Mr. Cox. Because I have that memo in front of me and it does 
not say anything about 335 Eagles. 

Mr. Lantos. Yes, it does. 

Mr. Cox. Is it the other document? 

Mr. Lantos. Well, there are two documents and I think my col- 
league has them both. 

Mr. Burton. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cox. I thank the gentleman. 

Back to your original question, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Lantos. If I may read the memo to help my friend. 

Mr. Cox. The question I think is pending on Mr. Barr’s time, is 
whether or not you have any information about from where the call 
was made? 
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Mr. Lantos. Well, my understanding is that these calls were 
made from the White House. I do not recall 

Mr. Barr. As I recall, the answer is “no.” 

Mr. Lantos. No, the answer is not “no.” This is on White House 
stationeiy. 

Mr. Cox. That was recommending the calls should be made, not 
where it should be made from. 

Mr. Barr. I object to the introduction. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr objects. The objection is heard. The docu- 
ment will not be included. 

That may cause me a little problem with this next request. I 
have a unanimous consent to add two documents to the record. 

Mr. Lantos. I object. 

Mr. Burton. I have a sneaking suspicions that I am not going 
to get that done. Since we do not have a quorum here, we will have 
to deal with this at a later date. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Smaltz, very much for your patience 
and for being able to compose yourself as you have under some 
pretty dire circumstances. I think you are a credit to your profes- 
sion, and I think you have given us a ^eat deal of information that 
is going to be useful in our investigation. And I want to thank you 
for being with us. 

Mr. Cox. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Cox. Mr. Chairman, before you bang the gavel, might I make 
another unanimous consent request that all the documents that 
you and the ranking member have just referred to be admitted for 
the record? 

Mr. Lantos. I am sorry, I didn’t hear. 

Mr. Burton. He is asking that all the documents, including 
yours, be submitted for the record. 

Mr. Barr. Reserving the right to object, if the gentleman could 
just enlighten me as to the purpose of that? Does the gentleman 
from California want the documents that we just referred to intro- 
duced? 

Mr. Cox. Yes. We have all read them and discussed them on the 
record. I see no reason not to include them. 

Mr. Barr. If our side does not object, I certainly will not impose 
an objection. 

Mr. Burton. Is there objection? 

Mr. Lantos. No objection. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to by Hon. Tom Lantos and Hon. Dan 
Burton follows;] 
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0382ZL 

^^00 

THE WHITE HOUSE ^ 

WAftniNOTON ^ ^ , 

presidential telephone call 2 MARCH 1981 

TO: THE PRESIDENT 

VIA: MICHAEL K. DEAVER 

PROM: GRBQOKJt-^^r^EWELL 

SUBJ: RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL. 


TO: Richard M. DaVos. Sr . 

Pr esident of Anwav Corporation 

(JOS) "ISi-lEOS 

DATE: Monday# 2 March# 1981 

PtlRPOSE: Thank hija for accepting the positio n 

of RMC Finance cnairman.^nd ehallanoa 
him to increasa numbar of Eaolea 
fSlOaQQQ-a-vy^ . 

BACKGROUND: As chalnun of tha Rapobllcan Congressional 
Leadership Council# DeVos helped raise 
over $785#000 in six months in 1980 for 
Republican House candidates. 

Also during the campaign DeVos and his 
partner# Jay VanAndel# spent over * 
$1€0#000 in private expenditures. 

You met DeVos and his partner VanAndel 
on June 14# the day after the California 
uni^ dinner. 

Former Finance Chairman Joe Rodgers has 
done an excellent job in building the 
program. We now have eUsout 86S Eagles. 
DeVos# a superb salesman# would enjoy 
being challenged by you to increase the 
number of Eagles to 1#200. 


cc: 


J. Canzeri 
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PRESZCEZirZAL mSPHCMB CAU. 


TO: TSB PBESIEQir 

FRCMt GREQORf J. NEMEU* 
VIA: SHU 2 t lOrXQKX 


SUBJ: RECOMEMCB) THgHCNE Odit 


TOi RLchazd H. o«Vba, Sr« 

Prasidmt of AMjr (616) 676-6222 


DMSt 




27, 1981 (aftar 2:30) 

Oiaok yoi for aoocpting tha poattlcn of me Flnanca aaiman 


BKadOaOi Dana la an aaeoallant lalaaian and %auld anjoy a cl)allan 9 a 
fxoi tlM Piasldnt to inetaaaa tfea ludbar of Baglaa 
(810,000 a yaar eoRtrlhuton) 


FOnair nnanaa Oialoan, JOa Rodgarn, has dona a aopnb job 
of hnildlng tha (angrau Na nov liama about 8SS Biglaa. 
Mth your skill wa know you oould incraaaa tha luriMc of 
Eaglas bo 1200 (or 1800). 
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memorandum TO: 
FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 


The President 

February 26, 1981 

Telephone Call to Rich Devos 
616-676-6222 


BACKGROUND: Z have asked Richard (Rich) DeVos, President 
and Co- founder of Amway Corporation, and presently Chairman 
of the Republican Congressional Leadership Council, to re- 
place Joe Rogers who has resigned as Chairman of the National 
Republican Finance Committee. 

As you know, the Finance Committee and its chairman are re- 
sponsible for all the fund-raising activities of the National 
Republican Committee. This is a most important position. 

As Chairman of the RCLC, Rich and RCLC moBbers raised over 
$785,000 in six months last year for Republican House candi- 
dates. Also during the election, Mr. DeVos and his partner. 
Jay VanAndel, spent over $168,000 in private expenditures. 

You met Hr. DeVos at a meeting with him and his partner, Mr. 
VanAndel, on June 14, the day after the California unity 
dinner. 


RECOMMENDATION: Recomend that you call Rich DeVos and ask 
him to accept the position as Cluiirman of the National Re- 
publican Finance Committee. 
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February 26, 21*45 p,m. 

DicK Richarda called with information about the 
Richard DeVos phcme call. 


i 

t 

t 

m 

S 

I 

t 

1 

I 

i 


Who t 

Richard M. DeVoa Sr.« president of Anway, (616) 676-6222 
Bac)cqround t 

DeVos has already agreed to serve as RMC finance chairman. 

President has traditionally phoned the finance chairman. 

DeVos la a super salesman and would enjoy getting a 
challenge from the President to Increase the number 
of Eagles (who contribute 610*000 a year). 

Suggested Talking Points » 

Thanlt yog for accepting. 

Joe Rogers has done a superb job of building the 
program. We now have about 66S Eagles. With your 
skill we know you could increase the number of Eagles 
to 1200 (or 1600). 


Followup » 

Richards would ll)(e to be notified after the call 
is made so that the RNC can pot out a release. (Be 
thlnka'’ It* •‘appropriate they Isspe it.) 


Zf ytnthave ai^ goeetions* call Dick Richards* 484-6700 
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I ask unanimous consent to amend yesterday’s unanimous consent regarding 
the release of depositions to include the depositions of John Philips and 
Mickey Kantor to be made part of the record. These depositions will also be 
forwarded to the appropriate law enforcement agency. 
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NORA AND GENE LUM 

We have some questions for the Attorney General and Director 
Freeh on Nora and Gene Lum that we want to submit for the record 
and make the attached records part of the public record. As you 
will recall earlier this year we received a proffer from the Lums 
and as we have developed new information on the Lums we would 
like to get more input from the Justice Department on these 
matters. 
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NORA AND GENE LUM INVESTIGATION 

BACKGROUND 


During 1 994 and 1 995, under the leadership of former Chairman William F. Clinger, this 
Committee conducted an extensive investigation of the financial affairs of then Secretary 
of Commerce Ronald H. Brown. That investigation developed sufficient information to 
cause Attorney General Reno to initiate a Department of Justice investigation under the 
Independent Counsel Act and to subsequently recommend the appointment of an 
Independent Counsel (Daniel Pearson). 

Following Mr. Pearson’s appointment, the Committee cooperated fully with the 
Independent Counsel’s investigators, including allowing them to review and copy most of 
the evidentiary documents developed during the Committee’s investigation. Included in 
those documents was information pertaining to alleged questionable activities, and 
possible illegal acts, committed by Nora and Gene Lum. 

Following Secretary Brown’s tragic death, the work of the Independent Counsel was 
referred to the Department of Justice. Finally, just this past summer , the Lums entered a 
guilty plea to conspiracy to defraud the United States and to cause the submission of false 
statements in a matter within the jurisdiction of the Federal Election Commission, in 
violation of 18 U.S.C. 371. The Lums were sentenced to 10 months of confinement and 
fined 530,000 each. In exchange for their future cooperation with DOJ’s ongoing 
campaign finance investigation, the Lums were given limited immunity covering other 
illegal acts then known by DOJ, except for any tax-related offenses and certain wire 
transfers of funds in December 1994 or January 1995. 

The Committee is also investigating the Lums activities, in particular, those activities 
involving possible violations of the campaign finance statutes. As you know, the Lums, 
through their attorneys, have given the Committee a hypothetical proffer that outlines 
several areas that they would be willing to discuss under a grant of immunity from future 
prosecution. The Department of Justice has notified the Committee that it opposes the 
granting of immunity to the Lums, despite the fact that the Department immunized the 
Lums in order to obtain their guilty plea last summer. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL : 

1. The Lums were sentenced on September 9, 1997. Are they currently serving in 
confinement pursuant to that sentence? If so, where are they serving? If not, why? 
When will they begin to serve their sentence? 


2. The Committee is particularly interested in the Lum’s activities with regard to an 
organization they founded in late California in late 1992 called the Asian Pacific 
Advisory Council (APAC), APAC was created with the encouragement and support of 
former Democratic National Committee Chair Ron Brown. Then-presidential candidate. 
Bill Clinton sent a letter of support. Indeed, APAC was publicly touted to be an affiliate 
of the Democratic National Committee. I have summaries of the APAC bank account 
that seems to show that most of the funds raised by APAC were converted to the Lums 
personal use. 


a. Is the Department of Justice looking at this matter? 

b. Does the DOJ have these documents? If so, when did you receive them? If you do 
not have these documents, we will be happy to share them with you. 

c. Is the Department of Justice aware that most of the money raised by APAC was from 
donors who thought they were contributing to the Clinton-Gore campaign and were in the 
form of contributions made payable to the Democratic National Committee? (At least 
102 contributors donated less than SI, 000. Most of these donations were for $125 or 
less). 

d. Is DOJ aware that checks totaling at least $159,990.21 written on the APAC account 
that were payable to a Lum owned companies - CPI, Inc. and Akahi Joint Venture? 

e. Will the grant of immunity provided by DOJ to the Lums exempt them from 
prosecution should it be determined they did in fact convert the AtPAC funds to their 
personal use? 

f The APAC funds were held in a bank account entitled Democratic National Committee 
“ Asian Pacific Advisory Council. AH of the contributions appear to be made payable to 
the “Democratic National Committee”. If the DNC here in Washington had no 
knowledge of this activity, would it be a violation of law to use its name for the purpose 
of soliciting political contributions? Conversely, if the DNC here in Washington was 
aware of this activity and permitted the establishment of this special “off the record” 
account, would that be a violation of law? 
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g. Why are you opposed to the Committee providing immunity to the Lums that would be 
identical in scope to that already provided by DOJ? 

h. Did you ever have any discussions with former Assistant Attorney General Hubbell about 
Nora and Gene Lum? If so, when did this occur and what was said? Do you know if anyone else 
at the Department had any such contacts? 

i. Did you ever have any discussions with the White House Counsel or any other employee of 
the White House regarding Nora and Gene Lum? If so, with whom? When did that occur and 
what was said? 


OIJFSTIONS FOR DIRFCTOR FREEH 

1. Isn’t it true that the Lums were investigated by the FBI in 1992 and 1993 as a part of the 
Bureaus investigation into allegations of political corruption in Hawaii? What was the 
disposition of that investigation with regard to the Lums? 

2. Isn’t it tme that the Bureau’s Hawaii investigation was ongoing at the time the Lums set 
up APAC? Did you or anyone at the FBI notify the Attorney General, Ron Brown, or anyone at 
the Clinton-Gore 1992 campaign and Democratic National Committee of this fact? 

3. Isn’t it true that the Lums were also investigated as a part of the Bureau’s investigation 
into political corruption in Oklahoma during 1993 and 1994? What was the disposition of that 
case with regard to the Lums? 

4. Did you ever have any discussions with former Assistant Attorney General Hubbell about 
Nora and Gene Lum? If so, when and what was said? 

5. Did you ever have any discussions with the Attorney General, White House Counsel, or 
any employee of the White House regarding Nora and Gene Lum? If so, with whom? When did 
this occur and what was said? Do you know if anyone else at the FBI had such contacts? 

6. When do you expect to be finished with the Lum investigation? How many agents are 
assigned to this investigation? 
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ASIAN PACIFIC ADVISORY COUNCIL (APAC) 
SUMMARY OF BANK ACCOUNT AT SANWA BANK 


DEPOSITS: 


SUBTOTAL: Contributions of less than $1,000 
(102 separate donations) 

$11,630 


Contributions of $1,000 or more; 

Mary Rose J. Ezpeleta and/or Mariano L. Ezpcleta 

$5,000 


Steve Sakane Enterprises 

$1,000 

Check made out to Larry Wong and 
endorsed to APAC. 

Cal Kona Group. Inc. (dba; Travel Be) 

$1,250 


Audio Motoring Accessories Co. 

$1,000 


Metrosound 

$30,000 

Payable to Nora and Gene Lum, 
deposited in APAC account. 

J.H. Lee and or B.S. Lee 

$1,000 


Respiratory Care Practitioners, Inc. 

$1,000 


Steve Sakane Enterprises 

$25,000 


Caltek Electronics 

$3,000 


Caltek Electronics 

$1,000 


Acoustic Design Inc. 

$10,000 


Meterosound 

$1,000 


John Huang 

$2,500 


Kyu Hyum Kim and/or Woon Jin Kim 

$10,000 


Bnan Sung Yun Kim 

$2,500 


David C. Tseng 

$1,000 


Audio Moionng Accessories Co. 

$1,000 


Shan Thever 

$1,000 


Yang U. Kim 

$25,000 

Cashiers check. 

MeO’osound USA 

$25,000 

Cashiers check. 

Larry Wong 

$1,000 

Cashiers check. 

SUBTOTAL: Contributions of $1,000 or more (21 
separate donations) 

$149,250 


TOTAL DEPOSITS; 

$160,880 

Based on data known as of 
December 5, 1997. 


PAGE ONE 
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ASIA> PACIFIC ADVISORY COUNCIL (APAC) 
SUMMARY OF B ANK ACCOUNT AT SANWA BANK 


DISBURSEMENTS: 


SUBTOTAL; Less than $1,000 (18 separate 
disbursements) $9,732.53 


Disbursements of $1,000 or more; 


GTE 

SI. 537 72 


Holiday Imi 

S2.426 71 


Larry Wong 

52,010.00 

“Printuig and car rental" 

Radisson Plaza Hotel 

510,850.32 

Endorsed by hotel to David Tseng 

David Tseng 

53,500.00 

On 10/27/92 

David Tseng 

53,500.00 

On 11/2/92 

David Tseng 

51.008.78 

“Airfare &. Hotel in SF" 

Stationery Place 

51,991.80 


CPI 

520.000.00 

10/27/92 -- CPI, Inc. is a company 
owned by the Lums. 

CPI 

59,303.00 

11/2/92 

CPI 

514.385.00 

11/2/92 

CPI 

512.500.00 

11/10/92 

CPI 

514.000 00 

11/16/92 “repayment" 

CPI 

525,000.00 

12/1292 

CPI 

53.100 00 

12/15.92 “Inaugural Banquet" 

Nora Lum 

51,500.00 


Akahi Joint Venture 

530.000 00 

I 14.93 “Presidential Inaugural" 
Akahi Joint Venture is a Lum 
company. 

CPI 

530.000 00 

1/26/93 

CPI 

5202 21 

2/10/93 Account closed with this 
disbursement. 

SUBTOTAL: Disbursements of 5L000 or more- 

5186.915.54 


TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS; 

5196.548.07 

Based on data known as of 12/5/97 


NOTES; 


Total disbursements to the Lums or Lum owned companies - $159,990.21 


According to data received as of December 5, 1997. disbursements exceed deposits by 
$35,768.07. Sanwa Bank is double checking the accuracy of their document production. 


PAGE TWO 
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Mr. Buhton. We are adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 3:05 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 

[The depositions of Holli B. Wesnnouth, David Mercer, Betty Jane 
Thomberry, Thomas Franklin McLarty III, Bruce R. Lindsey, C. 
Douglas Buford, Jr., Mickey Kantor, and John R. Phillips follow;] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: HOLLI B. WEYMOUTH 

Monday, July 14, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 10:05 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Uttam 
Dhillon, Senior Investigative Counsel; Barbara Comstock, Chief Investigative Coun- 
sel; Kristi Remington, Investigative Counsel; Miki White, Investigative Attorney; 
Dale Anderson, Investigative Counsel; Kenneth BaUen, Minority Chief Investigative 
Counsel; Andrew J. McLaughlin, Minority Counsel; and Michael J. Raphael, Minor- 
ity Counsel. 

For MS. WEYMOUTH: 

ROBERT D. LUSKIN, ESQ. 

Comey, Boyd & Luskin 

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W. 

Suite 420 East 

Washin^n, D.C. 20007-5243 
CAROLE J. YANOFSKY, ESQ. 

Comey, Boyd & Luskin 

1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W. 

Suite 420 East 

Washington, D.C. 20007-5243 
Mr. Dhillon. Let’s go on the record. 

Good morning, Ms. Weymouth. I would like to begin by thanking vou on behalf 
of the members of the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight for appear- 
ing here today. This proceeding is known as a deposition. The person transcribing 
this proceeding is a House reporter and notary public. I will now request that the 
reporter place you under oath. 

THEREUPON, HOLLI B. WEYMOUTH, a witness, was called for examination by 
Counsel, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as 
follows: 

Mr. Dhillon. I would like to note for the record those who are present at the be- 
ginning of the deposition. I am Uttam Dhillon, the designated Majority counsel for 
the committee. I am accompanied today by Kristi Remin^n, who is with the Major- 
ity staff. Mr. Kenneth Ballen is the designated Minority counsel for the committee. 
Mr. Ballen is accompanied by Mr. Andrew McLaughlin and Mr. Michel Raphael and 
Mr. Phil Barnett, who are also with the Minority staff. The deponent is represented 
by Mr. Robert Luskin, and there are no Members present. 

Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, be- 
cause you have been placed under oath, your testimony here today has the same 
force and effect as if you were testifying before the committee or in a courtroom. 
If I ask you about conversations you have had in the past, and you were unable 
to recall the exact words used in the conversation, you may state to me that you 
are unable to recall those exact words and then you may give me the gist or sub- 
stance of any such conversation to the best of your recollection. 

If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, please give me 
your best recollection of those events or parts of the conversations that you recall. 
If I ask you whether you have any information upon a particular subject and you 
have overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding it or have seen 
correspondence or documentation regarding it, please tell me that you do have such 
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information and indicate the source, either a conversation or documentation or oth- 
erwise, from which you derived such knowledge. 

Before we begin the questioning, I want to give you some background about the 
investigation and your appearance here. 

Pxirsuant to its authority under House rules X and XI of the House of Representa- 
tives, the committee is engaged in a wide ranpng review of possible political ftmd- 
raising improprieties and possible violations of law. Pages 2 liirough 4 of House Re- 
port 105-139, a copy of which you have received, summarizes the investigation as 
of June 19th, 1997, and encompasses any new matters which arise directly or indi- 
rectly in the course of the investigation. 

Also, pages 4 through 11 of the report explain the background of the investigation. 
All questions related either directly or indirectly to these issues or questions which 
have a tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less probable 
than it would be without the evidence are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167 which passed the full House on June 20th, 1997. 
Committee rule 20, of which you have received a copy, outlines the ground rules for 
the deposition. 

Majority and Minority committee counsels will ask you questions regarding the 
subject matter of the investigation. Minority counsel will ask questions after Major- 
ity counsel has finished. After the Minority counsel has completed questioning you, 
a new round of questioning may begin. 

Members of Congress who wish to ask questions will be afforded an immediate 
opportunity to ask their questions. When they are finished, committee counsels will 
resume questioning. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of your rights. Any objection raised during the course of the deposition 
shall be stated for the record. If the witness is instructed not to answer a question 
or otherwise refuses to answer a question. Majority and Minority counsel will confer 
to determine whether the objection is proper. If Majority and Minority counsels 
agree that a question is proper, the witness will be asked to answer the question. 
If an objection is not withdrawn, the chairman or member designated by the chair- 
man may decide whether the objection is proper. The deposition will be held open 
subject to rescheduling for the purpose of resolving any disputed issues. 

This deposition is considers as taken in executive session of the committee, 
which means it may not be made public without the consent of the committee, pur- 
suant to clause 2(k)(7) of House rule XI. You are asked to abide by the Rules of 
the House and not discuss with anyone, other than your attorney, this deposition 
and the issues and questions raised diirii^ this proceemng. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that the transcript is available, you may submit suggested changes to 
the chairman. 

The transcript will be available for your review at the committee office. Commit- 
tee staff may make any typographical and technictd changes requested by you. Sub- 
stantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amendments to the deposition 
transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting the changes 
and a stetement of your reasons for each proposed change. 

A letter requesting any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or 
amendments must be signed by you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clari- 
fications, or amendmente shall be included as an appendix to the transcript condi- 
tioned upon your signing the transcript. 

Do you understand eveiything we have gone over so far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Dhillon. Do you have any questions about anything we have gone over so 
far? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Dhillon. Mr. Ballen, I am prepared to begin asking some preliminary ques- 
tions. Did you have a comment you wanted to make? 

Mr. Ballen. No. Just to put on the record that to the extent that any questions 
exceed the authorized scope of this committee relating to credible allegations of im- 
proper or illegal campaign fund-raising activities, the Minority would object. 

Mr. Dhillon. That is noted for the record. Thank you. 

Mr. Luskin. For the record, may I note that Ms. Weymouth is appearing volun- 
tarily in response to the committee’s request for a deposition and (fid not require 
a subpoena to enforce her attendance today. 

Mr. Dhillon. That is noted for the record, and I think I had a question on that. 
Thank you very much. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Now, I will be asking you questions concerning the subject matter of 
this investigation. Do you understand that? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. If you don’t understand a question, please say so and I wiU repeat it 
or rephrase it so that you understand the question. I sometimes start talking fast, 
especially if we are getting late in the day. Please tell me if you don’t understand 
a question or if you want me to slow down. Do you understand that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. The reporter will be taking down everything we say and will make a 
written record of the deposition. You must give verbal, audible answers because the 
reporter cannot record what a nod of the head or other gestures mean. Do you un- 
derstand you cannot say “uh-huh” or “huh-uh” and must give audible answers? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. If you can’t hear me, please say so and I will repeat the question or 
have the court reporter repeat the question to you. Do you understand that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. If you don’t know the answer to a question, simply say you do not know. 
I do not want you to speculate or guess. Do you understand? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Please wait until I finish each question before answering, and I will 
wait until you finish your answer before I ask the next question. Do you understand 
that this help the reporter make a clear record because she cannot take what 
we are both saying down at the same time? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Your testimony is being taken under oath, as if we were in court and 
that if you — if you answer a question, it will be assumed that you understood the 
question and the answer was intend^ to be responsive to it. Do you understand 
that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Are you here voluntarily or as a result of a subpoena? 

Answer. Voluntarily. 

Question. Do you have any questions about the deposition before we begin the 
substantive portion of the proceeding? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Could you please state your name and spell it for the record? 

Answer. HoUi, H-O-LrL-I, middle initial B., as in boy, Weymouth, W-E-Y-M-O-U- 
T-H. 

Question. And what is your present address? 

Answer. [Redacted]. 

Question. And if you could briefly describe your work history, including volunteer 
work, from college forward. 

Answer. Let’s see. I graduated from William and Mary, May of 1991. At that time, 
later in that summer, I left to go to Japan for a year on the Jet program as an 
English teacher, after which I went on a Rotary scholarship to Guadalajara, Mexico, 
where I worked for another year, taught at the University of Guadalajara; volun- 
teered some there in community service projects — I really don’t recall even^hing I 
did — at which time I came back to the United States approximately in October of 
1993, where I worked then part-time in Maryland for Social and Health Services, 
which is — did marketing for the Department of Heedth and Human Services on drug 
and alcohol abuse prevention, while I was interviewing and looking for the job in 
Washington in international trade. 

Let’s see. When did I start? In February of 1994, I started working for a company 
called International Strategic Advisors, which is a consulting firm here in Washing- 
ton that represents U.S. companies on matters of international trade, market entry 
issues, things of that sort. 

I worked there through — I believe I gave notice in September of 1995, but I con- 
tinued working part-time through January of 1996, training people that were re- 
placing me. 

I am trying to think if there were any volunteer efforts during that time. 

Oh, I tau^t GEMET, GRE courses for Princeton Review, just as something fun. 
And in February of 1996 is when I began working for CommerceCorp. And the only 
volunteer activities outside of that are community cleanup projects for a group 
called Hope Worldwide and things through my church. 

Question. And where are you presently employed? 

Answer. CommerceCorp International. 
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Question. And I think you already — ^let me ask you the question. When did you 
start there? 

Answer. In February of 1996. 

Question. Now, how did you come to work at CommerceCorp International? If it 
s all right with you, I will just call it CommerceCorp. 

Answer. Sure. A iHend of mine, who I had gone to undergraduate with, Kate Wil- 
son, was a desk officer at the U.S. ASEAN Coimcil, and ^e knew that I was not 
lappy at the consulting firm where I was employed, and so she, in talking to Mark, 
vho was looking for someone who could help hnn with a new company who could 
randle both the business aspects of starting a small business and also someone who 
cnew Washington a little bit, had dealt with international trade and issues of that 
sort, and she recommended me for the position. 

Question. Now, you referred to someone named Mark. Who was Mark? 

Answer. Mark Middleton. 

Question. Who is Mark Middleton? 

Answer. My employer. 

Question. And did you know Mr. Middleton before you started working at 
DommerceCorp? 

Answer. Only in that when I was employed at International Strategic Advisors, 
vhich we can call ISA, I had done some work on a textile-trade-related issue for 
The Limited, and we had sent briefing memorandas and bullet points related to our 
ssue on the Cardin rule, and we had sent — ^the Cardin amendment was an issue 
>f legislation that dealt with rules of origin for textile trade, and we had sent brief- 
ng memoranda to a sundry of people, one of which was Mark Middleton, then at 
he White House. But that was my only — the only time I had ever seen his name, 
•eally. 

Question. Had you met him prior to your employment at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, I had not. 

Mr. Luskin. Obviously, in connection with your 

The Witness. Interview, yes. 

Mr. Luskin. — interview, yes. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. I was goiim to get into that. Prior to your employment, did you inter- 
dew with someone at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes, I interviewed with Mr. Middleton on two separate occasions. 

Question. Was the first interview with Mr. Middleton the first time you ever met 
lim? 

Answer. Yes, it was. 

Question. And would that be in or about February of 1996? 

Answer. I believe it would have been January of 1996. It was during a tremen- 
ious snowstorm. 

Question. What is your title at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. My official title is director. 

Question. That’s it’s, just director? 

Answer. Uh-huh, just director. 

Question. And what eire your duties as the director of CommerceCo^? 

Answer. Many hats. Mostly project research; market research; identifying dif- 
ferent sectors of— I would say sectors within the U.S. economy that are growing, 
looking for opportunities where U.S. businesses may be interest in ei^orting tech- 
lology to different countries; research on market segments within foreign countries 
diat may be emerging, emerging growth areas; also includes just general running 
)f the company. 

I was initially involved in helping Mark set up or complete all of the paperwork 
and maintaining tax filings on time, other dociunents that you file in the District 
)r articles of incorporation, things of that sort related to the existence of the com- 
pany, and generally whatever needed to be done in helping make sure things run 
smoothly. 

Question. Where was CommerceCorp incorporated? 

Answer. Delaware. 

Question. Are you one of the directors? Are you listed as a director of 
CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who the directors are? 

Answer. I believe Mark is the only person who is listed as an officer on the cor- 
porate documents. 

Question. Do you recall your exact start date? 
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Answer. No. I can give you an approximation. 

Question. February of 1996? 

Answer. February 15th, on or about. 

Question. Okay. Now, have your duties at CommerceCorp changed since starting 
in February of 1996? 

Answer. I would say my duties have — ^they have constantly been evolving, only 
because it is a small company and it was a new company, and, therefore, there are 
a lot of things initially in getting a company off the ground and started that we had 
to deed with. 

Mark had never managed a company before, so there were some — just when you 
start anywhere, there is some initial weeding out and solidifying exactly what your 
role is going to be. 

Question. On an average day today, what do you do at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Now, I would say 85 percent of my time is exclusively on project re- 
search, market research; writing memoranda regarding those things; maybe only 15 
percent of it comprised of administrative things. Eveiwthing is now in place, so it 
would be just filing away tax filings and things of iJiat sort that come through, 
checking on any prmilems. 

Question. I think you sort of answered this when you told me what your respon- 
sibilities are, but I am going to ask about CommerceCorp specifically. What t 3 rpe of 
a business is CommerceCorp? 

Answer. It is a corporation. You mean, define the business? 

Question. What does it do? What does CommerceCorp itself do? 

Answer. I would say international business consulting. 

Question. Now, does it consult for companies in other countries? 

Answer. We have U.S. clients, and we have some foreign clients. 

Question. And what sort of activities does CommerceCorp perform for clients in 
foreign countries? 

Answer. I would guess — ^gosh, it is a wide range of things, because the company 
has different focuses, but mostly market research nere in the United States. 

We have one client that’s interested in joining with a U.S. company and penetrat- 
ing the market here, working on some type of joint venture. We do market research 
for them here in the United States, helping to identify U.S. companies that would 
benefit from that relationshm and how they might work together, things of that 
sort. Also, helping them, U.S. companies who have, let’s say, franchises that they 
may be interestea in setting up internationally and our client overseas is also inter- 
ested in those opportunities. So helping put the two together. 

Question. So CommerceCorp obviously has what you would describe as clients? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you have any interaction with the clients of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what generally is the kind of interaction you have with the clients? 

Answer. Not so much face-to-face contact. That, again, depends on what we are 
working on. A lot of times it is communications via fex and telephone, sending 
through brief— -you know, briefing bullets on research that I have done, on markets 
that I have studied, what I have found out; answer requests that they have for in- 
formation; getting them the information they need; kind of generally monitoring 
what they are interested in doing, looking around here in the United States and see- 
ing who is in that business and who may be interested in having more of an oppor- 
tunity overseas and communicating that back to the client. 

Question. What is the chain of command there at CommerceCorp? Who is in 
charge? 

Answer. Mark Middleton is the president of the company. 

Question. Who is the number two person below Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Myself. 

Question. Okay. Who is below you? 

Answer. We have different administrative staff that we work with. 

Question. How many? After you and Mr. Middleton, how many administrative 
staff are there? 

Answer. Well, in what sense? I mean, I am the only other employee of the com- 
pany. The administrative Staff that we use is actually — we are in a shared office 
space, and so we share that administrative staff, but there is no direct command 
in the sense that they are on payroll and we direct their day-to-day operations. They 
actually are employed by someone else, but they do type memos and answer the 
phones, things of that sort. And then I would work — Mark would work directly with 
them. And then 1 would also work with them. 

Question. So you and Mr. Middleton are the only actual employees of 
CommerceCorp? 
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Answer. Yes. 

Question. Now, does Mr. Middleton travel abroad in connection with 
CommerceCorp business? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And is there anywhere he travels fiequently? 

Answer. He travels to Asia frequently. 

Question. Any other coiintries or parts of the world he travels to frequently? 
Answer. Not fremiently. I mean, he does travel to other locations. 

Question. Let’s define our terms. I used the term “frequently,” and you seemed 
to understand what I was talking about But what is your sense of what “fre- 
quently” is? 

Answer. I mean, in international business, “frequently” can have — it is not the 
same as it would be for you or I, I guess. 

Question. That’s right. That’s why I need you to define it for me. 

Answer. ‘Trequenuy,” as I am using it here, would mean once every 6 to 8 weeks. 
Question. Okay. Now, have you ever traveled with Mr. Middleton in connection 
witii CommerceCorp business? 

Answer. Domestically; not internationally. 

Question. Approximately how many times? 

Answer. Two or three times, I believe. 

Question. Who does CommerceCorp share its office space with? We will go back 
a couple of questions. 

Answer. Tne company’s name is Concord Associates. 

Question. Just generally, what do they do? 

Answer. 'They also work for U.S. companies in identifying international opportuni- 
ties. Beyond that, I am not sure. 

Question. Is there any sort of relationship between CommerceCorp and that com- 
pany? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Besides sharing administrative stafi? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who pays or who employs the administrative staff? 

Answer. Concord Associates does. 

Question. How are they compensated for the work they do for you? 

Answer. I believe it is part of the rental agreement, but I am not real privy to 
that information. 

Question. Who is the custodian of records at CommerceCorp for legal purposes? 
Answer. I am not sure what you mean. 

Question. Okay. You don’t know what I mean when I say “custodian of records’? 
Answer. Huh-uh. 

Question. Has CommerceCorp ever been served with a subpoena? I don’t want to 
know what the natvue of the subpoena is but whether it has been served with a 
subpoena for doctiments or anything like that. 

Answer. What we turned into the committees. 

Question. Other than that, prior to that, had it ever been served with a subpoena 
of any sort? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Does Mr. Middleton have any associates or partners in CommerceCorp? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Is there anyone else you represent at CommerceCorp other than Mr. 
Middleton? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of a person named Linda Littlehale? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is she? 

Answer. She is employed by Concord Associates. 

Question. And what is her position at Concord Associates? 

Answer. She is the assistant to the president of that company. 

Question. Has she ever worked for CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has she ever done any work in an administrative staff position for 
CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes. She does answer the phones. 

Question. Is she normally the person that would answer a phone if a call came 
in to CommerceCorp? 

Answer. She is now, yes. 

Question. Okay. How long has she been that person? 
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Answer. She has been there since I came on board, but only, I would say, within 
the last 5 or 6 months has she been the person who answers the phone initially. 
Question. So her job description is basically receptionist; is that it? 

Answer. More assistant to the president of their company. She used to work on 
the Hill, and they do a lot of work with the Hill, and so she is very helpful to her 
boss in knowing how to get information from the Hill, so on and so forth. 

Question. Do you know — have you ever heard of someone named Sandy McClure? 
Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is she? 

Answer. She was formerly employed by Concord Associates. 

Question. And was she ever employed by CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did she do work for CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes, she did. 

Question. What kind of work did she do? 

Answer. She was initially the receptionist for Concord Associates, so when I start- 
ed working at CommerceCorp, she was the person who answered the phones on a 
daily basis, and then Linda was a backup on the phones. 

Question. Now it is Linda who is doing that? 

Answer. Now it is Linda who answers the phone. 

Question. Linda Littlehale? 

Answer. Right. Sandy was also the secretary, doing typing and things of that sort. 
Question. Not for CommerceCorp, though? 

Answer. For the other firm, but she also did typing for CommerceCorp, for Mark 
Middleton. 

Mr. Dhillon. See how fast this is going? 

Mr. Luskin. Are you done? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Have you ever heard of a company called International Realty Inves- 
tors? 

Answer. I believe that’s where Mark was employed after the White House, before 
CommerceCorp, but I didn’t reaUy deal with them. 

Question. Do you know what type of business International Realty Investors is? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever discuss it with you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know what Mr. Middleton did for International Realty Inves- 
tors? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of a company called Astrum International? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what do you know about Astrum International? 

Answer. Nothing actually, only that I know the name. It is not a project or any- 
thing that I worked on directly. 

Question. How do you know the name? 

Answer. It is just familiar. I feel like I may have heard it or seen it on — seen it 
written on something perhaps, but right now I am not recalling. 

Question. Do you loiow if Mr. Middleton was ever employed by Astrum Inter- 
national? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Now, what is Mr. Middleton’s practice with respect to typing memos or 
letters? Does he do it himself or does he have someone else do it? 

Answer. No, Mark doesn’t type them himself He writes memos on legal pads, and 
then he gives them to someone to type. 

Question. Is that his practice? Does he — is that typically his practice? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You nodded your head, which is why I re-asked the question. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Does he ever use a Dictaphone? 

Answer. No. And he doesn’t know how to turn his computer on. 

Question. Okay. I am sorry, maybe you answered this and I just didn’t catch it. 
Who typically types his memos or letters? 

Answer. Sandy. 

Mr. Luskin. I am sorry, at what time period are you talking about? 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. From the time you have been there to the present, who has typically 
typed his, Mr. Middleton’s, memos and letters and any other written material he 
needs t3fped? 

Answer. The receptionist/secretaiy would have typed his memos, and I have typed 
some things for him. It just kind of depends, whoever he happens to see, but mostly 
it was Sandy McClure. I believe Linda has also tsrped some things for him at times, 
and we have had temporary help that has also typed letters. 

Question. Like temps come in for the day or something like that? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. What about things like faxing documents? Does Mr. Middleton fax his 
own documents, or does he have someone else do that for him? 

Answer. Some of each. He faxes some things, and some things we fax. 

Question. You said a second ago he doesn’t know how to turn his computer on? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. But he does know how to use the fax machine? 

Answer. Yes, he does. 

Question. When Mr. Middleton is out of town, how does he typically retrieve his 
messages? 

Answer. He would call in to the office, and we would tell him over the phone. 
Then some things we would write up and fax to him, wherever he was. 

Question. Is that the regular practice, fax him things if he needs 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. If he needs — what is — ^why do you fax him something? Do you type up 
a memo to fax it to him? 

Answer. He didn’t call in regularly. 

Mr. Luskin. I am sorry, there were about three questions there. 

Mr. Dhillon. You are right. 

examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Why would you fax him something? 

Answer. Usually just to make sure he had all of the information correct, because 
if we told him over the phone, he might not necessarily remember. To make sure 
he had phone numbers, et cetera and so forth. 

Question. You were starting to say that he doesn’t — he didn’t regularly call in. 

Answer. Right. Sometimes, you know, we would talk to him in the morning, we 
would have messages that came in in the afternoon, and we might not talk to him 
before we left for the day. At that time, the secretary/receptionist would fax the 
messages through to his hotel. 

Question. Does Mr. Middleton use voice mail? 

Answer. No. We don’t have voice mail. 

Question. Now, from the time you started at CommerceCorp, did you ever or have 
you ever contacted any employees at the White House in your capacity as an em- 
ployee of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Was there anyone in particular you would speak to at the White House? 

Answer. I have talked with Ann McCoy, Debbie Schiff. Those are the only two 
that I can remember. 

Question. And who is Ann McCoy? 

Answer. I am not sure of her title actually. 

Question. Who is Debbie Schifi? 

Answer. Debbie Schiff, I believe, is the receptionist in the West Wing. 

Question. What did you t3q)ically caU Ann McCoy for? 

Answer. Ann McCoy, at times, would meet people for tours. 

Question. So did you call her to help arrange tours? 

Answer. Usually it was just to pass along something from Mark, pass along a 
message or, you know. 

Question. Were there any other reasons you called Ann McCoy other than to — 
let me back up. I am not clear on the tours. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Did you call her — did you ever call her to arrange a tour? 

Answer. Mark would talk to her, and then at times — I can only honestly think 
of either one occasion or two occasions where I talked to her to make sure I had 
the right number to fax information through or something of that sort; not a great 
deal of contact. 

Question. Any other reasons to talk to her besides what you have already de- 
scribed? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. All right. How about Debbie Schiff? Why did you contact Debbie Schiff? 

.^swer. For the same reason, to send her information on clearance information 
for to\irs. 

Question. Clearance information for tours? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Aiy other reasons? 

Answer. No. One time we asked her to send us the — the catalog of the book store, 
or I guess there is a gift store or something like that at the White House, and we 
wan^ a list of books and other things that they had. 

Question. Any other individuals besides Ann McCoy and Debbie Schiff that you 
contacted at the White House while you were employed at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Not names that I can recall off the top of my head. 

Question. Were there other people that you spoke to that you just can’t recall 
right now? 

Answer. Yes, there may have been; I just can’t remember. 

Question. You have said that you called in clearance information. Could you 
please tell me what that is? 

Answer. Names and dates of birth for individuals who would be attending tours. 

Question. Okay. And these tours are not the kind of tours that you line up outside 
the White House for? These are different kinds of tours? 

Answer. I believe that there were some — and I am sorry — the tours, I know that 
there are several different kinds. They have early morning toiu-s, they have the kind 
where you can line up at the White House at the gates, and there are some where 
you can get the tickets ahead of time so you don’t wait in line but you go on the 
same tour, and I know that there are some special tours that staff can give. 

I am honestly not clear if the information I sent through — I know sometimes we 
did give — they gave special tours, but I don’t know if I sent through clearance infor- 
mation for all t 3 T)es or just for a specific type. 1 wasn’t that directly related to the 
tours. 

Question. You do have a recollection, though, that special tours were at least in 
some — ^in terms of some of the conversations you had, that special tours were the 
issue? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall how many of those were special tours? 

Answer. I can think of maybe three where, as a courtesy, there was someone — 
I believe there were three where there was someone who met the guest and walked 
through with them. There may have been more. I am not sure on the number. 

Question. Someone at the White House walked through with them? 

Answer. Yes. Yes. 

Question. Now who were these — talking about just those 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Who were these for? 

Mr. Luskin. Excuse me. Those being the three that she has just described as spe- 
cial tours? 

Mr. Dhillon. Correct. 

The Witness. Do you want names? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 


Question. Yes. 

Answer. The first one I was thinking of was for the Widjaja family, and the sec- 
ond one I can think of was for the — am not sure what his name is now, I am 
blanking. It was a young guy that — I believe, who does property development. He 
is not a client or anyone. Someone else had asked us to do him a favor. He was 
working on US/China relations and kind of a cultural exchange. 

The third one that I am thinking of was, I believe, a surgeon or someone. I am 
not sure. 

Question. Any others that you can remember? 

Answer. Not off the top of my head. Again, there may have been others, but I 
am not recalling. 

Question. Now, how was Mr. Middleton able to arrange these tours? 

Answer. I believe he spoke with someone at the White House and through — ^prob- 
ably the Public Liaison Office, and asked someone on the staff to clear them in, to 
meet them, et cetera and so forth. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton stayed in contact with anyone from the 
White House while he was at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes. 



310 


Question. Okay. Who did you stay in contact with? 

Answer. Yusuf Khapra, who I believe was his intern at one time. I know he talked 
I Mack McLarty’s assistant. And there were a number of people that caUed that 
ere his friends. 

Again, it is — ^you know, I was working on projects, so I am not sure of who aU 
is friends were from the White House and things of that sort. 

Question. You said Mack McLarty’s assistant. Do you remember that person’s 
ame? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did he ever speak to Mack McLarty? 

Answer. Not that I know of. I wouldn’t know. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever took clients or prospective clients 
I eat at the White House mess? 

Answer. Again, I know that the Widjaja family did go on a tour. I don’t know if 
ley ate in the mess or not. 

Question. Okay. So other than that, do you have any knowledge of Mr. Middleton 
iking clients or prospective clients to eat at the White House mess? 

Answer. No, no other clients that I can think of. 

Question. And do you know how Mr. Middleton arranged to bring people into the 
lute House mess while he was employed at CommerceCorp? 

Mr. Luskin. Let me stop you a minute. You asked a general question before she 
jve you a specific answer. She said she could think of it on one occasion. 

Mr. Dhillon. You are right. I will go back and ask the question differently. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you know how Mr. Middleton was able to bring the Widjajas into 
le White House mess? 

Answer. Again, 1 don’t know who the specific contact was for that. 

Mr. Ballen. Also, the witness said she didn’t know whether or not the Widjaja 
imily went into the White House mess. 

Mr. Dhillon. Is that an objection? 

The Witness. Right. 

Mr. Ballen. It is an objection to the question because she is 

Mr. Luskin. It does assume a fact that may or may not be in evidence. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton maintain a voice mail message at the White House? 
Answer. Not that we knew of, until it came out in the papers that there was some 
lessage on the machine. 

Question. You said, “not that we knew of.” Who are you referring to when you 
jy “we”? 

Answer. I remember the day that came out in the papers, that there was a mes- 
ige at the White House which said, for Mark Middleton, call this number; for Mack 
IcLarty, call this number; for Yusuf Khapra, call this number. We were not aware 
f that until that showed up in the papers and we kind of— we called the number 
) verify that that is what was going on, and it was a surprise to us. 

But no, there was no voice mail system anywhere that we were aware of We did, 
owever, find out that that message was on the machine. 

Question. When you say “we,” who are you referring to? 

Answer. Mark Middleton and myself. 

Question. Anybody else? 

Answer. That found out on that day? 

Question. Who knew about the 

Answer. I read it in the paper. 

Question. When you said “we,” I just wanted to make clear that you are referring 
) yourself and Mr. Middleton. 

Answer. Right. Right. 

Question. So then I — to the best of your knowledge, that number was never used 
y Mr. Middleton prior to that time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You never saw that — do you know what phone number that was? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of the phone number itself that you had called? 

Answer. 1 was told after the fact, when it came out in the newspaper, that it 
fas — by the intern, Yusuf Khapra, that it was his desk phone. And he would an- 
wer phone calls for Mark and Mack when he was at the White House and when 
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he left the White House to go to another Department — I don’t remember if it was 
Labor at that time; he moved around quite a bit. 

But when he left the White House, he put a message on there so that — ^because 
every now and then they would get the occasional call for Mark and Mack, he left 
the message on the phone without really telling anyone, thinking that’s what you 
do when you leave. 

He again put on the message, for Yusuf Khapra, call this number; for Mack 
McLarty, call this number; and for Mark Middleton, call this number. And that’s 
how I found out how it came to be. But we didn’t know about that until it surfaced 
in the papers. It was kind of a surprise to us. 

Question. I am not clear on one thing. Who told you that? Was it Mr. Khapra who 
told you that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So Mr. Khapra told you that he was the one who put the message on 
the machine? 

Answer. Yes. He was the intern for Mark and Mack, I believe. 

Question. So did Mr. Middleton have any business cards with that number printed 
on them? 

Answer. Not that I have seen, no. 

Question. Do you know who at the White House knew that Mr. Middleton — that 
this message was on that machine? 

Answer. No; only Yusuf. But, again, by that point he had left the White House 
and was working for another Department. 

Question. Was it your understanding that he was employed there or he was an 
intern there — Mr. Khapra? 

Answer. I am not sure. 

Question. So the first time you and Mr. Middleton discussed the voice mail mes- 
sage was when you two discovered it as you previously described; is that correct? 

Answer. Correct, when it came out in the papers. 

Question. Did you ever — I think I know the answer to this, but did you ever check 
the messages on that machine? 

Answer. Yes, we did call the number to see, because we couldn’t believe it. I 
mean, we just thought it was the greatest example of 

Mr. Luskin. I think he may have been asking a different question. 

The Witness. I am sorry. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. I can break it down. Prior to your discovery of the phone number or 
prior to reading the article in the paper 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Is that how you discovered it? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Prior to reading that, did you ever check or do you know if anyone — 
if Mr. Middleton ever check^ for messages left at that number? 

Answer. No. 

Question. After that, the day you discovered it, or after that day, what did you 
do with respect to calling the phone number? Did you ever call that phone number? 

Answer. Yes, on that day that we found out from the papers we called the num- 
ber, because we were curious to see what it said. 

Question. Was there — did the recording have the — or did the recording you lis- 
tened to purport to be able to record messages from people? 

Answer. I don’t know, honestly. I was there when we called, but then, you know, 
Mark took the phone, so 1 don’t remember if there was a beep at the end or what. 
That’s what you are asking? 

Question. Yes, yes. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Did you or Mr. Middleton attempt to retrieve messages at that point 
from the recording? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton have business cards which identified him as a White 
House employee or which were imprinted with the Presidential seat? 

Mr. Luskin. Excuse me. Subsequent to the time that he left the White House; is 
that the question? 

Mr. Dhillon. Let me re-ask the question. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. While Mr. Middleton was employed at CommerceCorp, did he have busi- 
sss cards which identified him as a White House employee wMch were imprinted 
ith the Presidential seal? 

Answer. When I was going through some old boxes, I found a stack of White 
ouse cards with a rubber band around them that were his cards when he did work 
the White House, but it was in a box under some things under my desk. I have 
sver seen him use or ever otherwise ever seen any White House symbol or business 
rd, no. 

Question. You — ^let me just clarify that last answer. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. You never saw Mr. Middleton use White House business cards after he 
ft the White House? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever arrange any tours for DNC donors, tours of the 
hite House? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever spoken with Ann Stock in her capacity as a White House 
aployee? 

Answer. I may have. Her name is familiar, but I don’t recall specifically any cir- 
mstances where I would have. 

Question. Have you ever met Mack McLarty? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What is Mr. Middleton’s relationship with Mack McLarfy? 

Answer. I believe they are good friends. I know Mark always speaks very highly 
Mack, that he was a good man and a great friend. He was friends with his wife 
well. 

Question. Was there any business relationship with Mr. McLarty, between Mr. 
iddleton and — let me — let me go back. Did Mr. Middleton and Mr. McLarty have 
ly business relation while Mr. Mddleton was at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. McLarty ever contact Mr. Middleton at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever meet with Mr. McLarty at the White House 
hile Mr. Middleton was employed at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. Did Mr. McLarty assist Mr. Middleton with CommerceCorp business? 
Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever set up any meetings with Mr. McLarty for Mr. 
iddleton’s clients, CommerceCorp clients? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever heard of a person named Molly Varney? 

Answer. Yes, I have heard her name before. 

Question. Do you know who she is? 

Answer. I think — I think she worked in Mack’s office. 

Question. When you say “Mack,” you mean Mack McLarty? 

Answer. Mack McLarty’s office, yes. 

Question. Did you ever have any contact with her? 

Answer. I believe I did, but I am not — again, I am not sure — I don’t recall the 
rcumstances. It wasn’t very often. 

Question. Did you ever cadi Ms. Vaimey to arrange meetings with Mr. McLarty — 
itween Mr. McLarty and Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Not that I can recadl. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever contacted Ms. Varney to arrange 
eetings with Mr. Middleton and Mr. McLarty? 

Answer, i^ain, I know he spoke with Mack — Mark Middleton spoke with Mack 
cLarty’s office. But I don’t know the nature of the conversations or with whom 
! spoke specifically. 

Question. Have you ever met Yusuf Khapra? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When was the first time you met him? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I believe it was fairly recently, when he was applying for 
aduate school. 

Question. How many times have you met him? 

Answer. I would say I have seen him five or six times. 

Question. Over the course of what period of time? 
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Answer. The last 6 months. He came to — we were helping him with graduate 
school recommendations, and he came up to pick up the recommendations. 

Question. You said five or six times. Were all those meetings at CommerceCorp 
or at another location? 

Answer. At CommerceCorp. 

Question. Did you ever contact Mr. Khapra in his capacity as an employee or in- 
tern at the White House? 

Answer. No, not that I can recall. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever contacted Mr. Khapra in his capac- 
ity — ^Mr. Khapra’s capacity as an employee or intern at the White House? 

Answer. I know they spoke. Yusuf would call us. They were friends. I don’t know 
the nature of the conversation. 

Question. Did those conversations occur or did they — when you first started at 
CommerceCorp, was Mr. Middleton speaking to Mr. Khapra on the phone in con- 
versations like you have described? \^en do you recall the first conversations be- 
tween Mr. Middleton and Mr. Khapra at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Oh, he — gosh, I don’t remember when they started, but he has called off 
and on. Yusuf has called us off and on since I started. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if Mr. Khapra ever scheduled any White House ap- 
pointments for Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. Middleton and Mr. Khapra would speak on the 
phone? 

Answer. I know Yusuf was interested in pursuing other positions, and I know he 
would ask for Mark’s advice on where to work, who to work for, you know, who was 
a — who was a nice person to work for, what department would be helpfiil, advice 
on going to graduate school, all sorts of things. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton-^o you know if Mr. Khapra ever sched- 
uled any appointments for Mr. Middleton at the White House? 

Mr. Luskin. I think you just asked that. 

Mr. Dhillon. Did I just ask that? I am sorry. That’s why I was looking at that 
twice. I was listening so intently to your answer, I forgot what the question was. 

Mr. Luskin. She was just looking at the stack of pages. 

The Witness. I was wondering if you were going through all of those pages. 

examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. We are, but I am going through them very quickly. I think you will be 
happy to know that. I am marlung a lot of things off. 

Do you know where Mr. Khapra worked after he left the White House? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall. Again, it may have been Labor, but I am not sure. 

Question. When you say “Labor,” you mean 

Answer. Department of Labor. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton had any business with or before the De- 
partment of Labor? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Bad question. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. No, you don’t know, or no, he didn’t? 

Let me back up. Let me just ask a better question so the record is clear. Did Mr. 
Middleton have business with or before the Department of Labor? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever met with anyone employed by the 
Department of Labor on business issues? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Does Mr. Middleton presently maintain contact with Mr. Khapra? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know where Mr. Khapra is presently working? 

Answer. I believe he was working for an electronics association. 

Question. Do you know the name of it? 

Answer. Not the correct name, no. 

Question. Do you have an incorrect name that might have the right title or the 
right 

Answer. I have his card somewhere. American Electronics Association — something 
like that. I don’t know. It is pretty basic. 

Question. Does Mr. Khapra presently do any work with CommerceCorp or with 
Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No. 
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Mr. Dhillon. Okay. The document with control number CC-H-000545, which is 
marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 1, is an October 4th, 1996, memorandum from 
Mark Middleton to Bob Nash regarding Arthur Davis. 

Just so you know, with each exhibit, if there is an exhibit number, then I am 
going to state the deposition number and then give a brief description and ften ask 
a question. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at the end of the 
deposition.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. That exhibit is before you, and I ask that you please review it. 

Do you recognize Exhibit 1? 

Answer. Only in that I beUeve I have seen it in the documents that were turned 
over to the committee. 

Question. Do you know who Bob Nash is? 

Answer. I know he works at the White House, only because in my previous job 
someone came from the NEC/NSC and I remember hearing of Bob Nash in relation 
to that work. But I don’t know what his current title is. 

Question. Do you know who Arthur Davis is? 

Answer. Yes, I have met him. I believe he is in either — I am guessing. Maybe I 
shouldn’t guess. 

Mr. Luskin. Don’t guess. If you know, yes. 

’The Witness. I am not sure what he does. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you know, does Mr. Middleton do any business with Mr. Davis? 

Answer. At one time they were going to work together, and then I believe Mark 
told him that he wouldn’t be able to help him — ^he didn’t have time to devote to him, 
you know; he wouldn’t be able to work on any projects for him. 

Question. Do you know approximately what time that was? 

Answer. This past summer, but again I am guessing. I am sorry, I don’t recall 
exactly. 

Question. Do you know what type of project Mr. Davis and Mr. Middleton were 
talking about? 

Answer. Again, I believe Mr. Davis is involved in real estate development. That’s 
what we were going to work on. But it is not anything that came to fruition, so 1 
am not clear. I think that’s his business. 

Question. Did you do any projects in preparation for that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or, I mean — let me rephrase the question and make it clear on the 
record. Did you do any projects in preparation for the conversations or discussions 
that Mr. Davis and Mr. Middleton had regarding their project? 

Answer. No. Only that we do have a client who is involved in real estate and 
there were some preliminary discussions of how they may be able to work together, 
and I believe it was Arthur Davis. That’s why I think he is the gentleman that is 
involved with real estate. But nothing ever came of that, and then Mark told him 
he wouldn’t be able to help him out. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. Middleton was assisting Mr. Davis in pursuing 
a Presidential appointment? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever speak to Mr. Davis? 

Answer. Again, I believe I met him once. I believe he came to the office. He is 
a very elderly man, very sweet man. I think they were friends or business acquaint- 
ances previously. I am not sure of the natime of Mark Middleton and Arthur Davis’ 
relationship. 

Mr. Dhillon. All right. Let’s go to the next exhibit, the document with control 
number CC-H-000502, which is marked as Deposition Exhibit 2, which is a Septem- 
ber 9th, 1996, letter from Mark Middleton to Michael Brown, the CEO of Foxwoods 
Resort Casino. Exhibit 2 is now before you, and I ask that you please review Exhibit 
2 . 

Mr. Luskin. Okay. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 2? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who Mr. G. Michael Brown is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know what type of position he was seeking in the administra- 
tion? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever forwarded Mr. Brown’s bio to Mr. 
Nash? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton have a business relationship with Mr. Brown? 
Answer. No. 

Question. All right. Let me re-ask that question. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Well, do you know if he had a business relationship with Mr. Brown? 
Mr. Luskin. She just answered that. 

The Witness. I Imow him to not have had a business relationship. 

Mr. Dhillon. Okay. I wasn’t sure we were being clear on that. 

Mr. Luskin. Sometimes you ask, “do you know whether or not,’’ and the answer 

to that is yes, and when he asked you what is the business relationship 

Mr. Dhillon. I asked the question correctly, but you answered it so quickly, I was 
afraid you misunderstood me. 

Mr. Luskin. Thank you. 

When he asks questions, “do you know,” he is simply asking whether you have 
knowledge rather than necessarily asking the impregnated questions behind it. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Dhillon. Correct. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton have a business relationship with Foxwoods Resort 
Casino? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever approach Michael Brown about contributing to 
the DNC or the Clinton-Gore campaign? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did any other individuals come to Mr. Middleton for assistance in con- 
tacting the White House for recommendations for Presidential appointments? 

Mr. Luskin. I am objecting in terms of “any other.” She said she has no knowl- 
edge of this. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Are you aware of any individuals who came to Mr. Middleton for assist- 
ance in contacting the White House for Presidential appointments? 

Answer. No, 1 don’t know. I don’t recall any. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Evan Ryan? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is Evan Ryan? 

Answer. Evan Ryan works in the first lady’s office, I believe. 

Question. Have you ever met Evan Ryan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever communicated with Evan Ryan in any way? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How? 

Answer. I beheve we have sent to Evan — there was a request — ^from time to time 
there would be requests that would come in from people, and one of those was a 
woman reporter who wanted a chance to speak with the first lady, and we just 
called the first lady’s office and found out where we would direct such a request, 
who we would send it to, things of that sort. I don’t recall any other specific cir- 
cumstances. 

Question. You said “we.” Were you talking we 

Answer. Mark Middleton and I. 

Question. Okay. In this particular case that you are thinking of or that you just 
described, it was regarding a female news reporter? 

Answer. I believe she was female, yes. 
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Question. You said we called the White House. Did you make the call, did Mr. 
Middleton make the call? 

Answer. I called the White House. 

Question. Besides that, do you know anjrthing else about Evan Ryan’s association 
with Mr. Middleton and/or CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, not that I recall. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton make any recommendations for Presidential appoint- 
ments? 

Answer. I mean, not that I recall. I mean, this appears to be one, but I have never 
seen this before, so not that I know of. 

Question. Okay. Did Mr. Middleton ever meet with Maggie Williams at the White 
House? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever meet with the first lady at the White House? 

Answer. I am not sure. I believe there was one occasion when he was in the White 
House on a tour, and the first lady was scheduled in two meetings and there was 
going to be a walk-through, courtesy handshake or something of that sort, but I am 
not aware of any meetings, no. 

Question. So the only thing you are aware of is a walk-through, handshake type 
of thing? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you recall when that occurred? 

Answer. I beheve that was with the Widjaja family. 

Mr. Luskin. Do you recall when? 

The Witness. Oh, I’m sorry. October. It would have been during the time of the 
World Bank, IMF Conference, in 1996; I believe that was October of 1996. 

Mr. Luskin. Is this a good time to take a short break? 

Mr. Dhillon. Sure. 

[Recess, 11:14 a.m. to 11:24 a.m.] 

Mr. Dhillon. Mr. Ballen has a statement he wants to make for the record at this 
point. Mr. Ballen. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you, Mr. Dhillon. I have about 10 minutes of questions and 
I wanted to know, for the record, we have been going on for about an hour and I 
wanted to ask my questions now, and that is going to be deferred until later on; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Dhillon. Yes, Mr. Ballen. In this situation, we are always open to discussing 
those matters, and we did discuss it off the record. I would ask that we continue 
with the protocol as set forth by the committee, which means, at this point. Majority 
counsel continues with the questioning and the Minority counsel can conduct its 
questioning at the conclusion of Maiority counsel’s questioning. We are of course 
open to, at a later point, questioning by Minority counsel, even before Majority coun- 
sel is finished. But at this point. Majority counsel will proceed. Thank you. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange a walk-through with the first lady for the 
Widjaja family? 

Answer. Is that everything? 

Question. That is the question. Do you want me to re-ask it? 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Did you understand it? 

Answer. I believe I understood it. I was thinking you were going to clarily some- 
thing or change something. No — excuse me. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange a walk-through of the White House — hold 
on a second. 

Did Mark Middleton arrange with the first lady to have the first lady meet with 
the Widjaja family? 

Answer. Again, I believe that when Mr. Middleton took the Widjaja family on a 
tour of the White House, he found out that the first lady had two meetings and 
would be walking through where they would be. I don’t know that he arranged that, 

E er se, specifically, but he did find out that she was having two meetings and would 
e going through that reception area, and — or I guess arranged for her to stop in 
and shake hands. But my specific knowledge is not very good. I didn’t work on that. 

Question. Other than the Widjajas, did Mr. Middleton arrange meetings for any 
other CommerceCorp clients with ttie first lady? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton have a personal relationship with the first lady? 
Answer. I don’t know. 
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Question. Have you ever heard of Vanessa Weaver? 

Answer. It sounds vaguely familiar. 

Question. Do you know in what context it sounds familiar? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You have heard of the name, but you don’t know anything about her? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Bad question. You heard of the name, correct? 

Answer. I believe so. 

Question. Do you know anything about Vanessa Williams? 

Answer. No — Vanessa Williams or Weaver? She is a singer. More than we want 
to know. 

Question. So the record is clear, that was supposed to be Vanessa Weaver. 

Have you ever heard of Phu Hu 5 mh, and I am happy to show yoiu client the name 
in writing if it would help? 

Mr. Ballen. I think that would be a good idea. 

Mr. Dhillon. We will do that. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. P-H-U, first name is P-H-U; last name is H-U-Y-N-H. 

Answer. No, I don't recognize the name. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Marsha Scott? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is she? 

Answer. I don’t know her current title. I saw her picture in Time a couple weeks 
ago. 

Question. Did you ever have any contact with Miss Scott? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You just recognize her name? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did — ^was she ever a client of Mr. Middleton’s? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever had any contact with her? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Doris Matsxii? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is she? 

Answer. Doris Matsui works in the White House. I believe it is the Office of Pub- 
lic Liaison. 

Question. Have you ever spoken with Ms. Matsui? 

Answer. Not personally. 

Question. Have you ever spoken to her some other way? 

Answer. I have been in a meeting where she was present. 

Question. And where was that meeting? 

Answer. That was a meeting at the White House. 

Question. When did that meeting occur? 

Answer. That was the summer of 1996. I am not sure of the exact date. 

Question. Besides you and Ms. Matsui, who else was present at the meeting? 
Answer. Mark Middleton, Mr. Zhou, John McAlister, and I believe it was two 
other women that were interpreters or administrative staff for Mr. Zhou and Mr. 
McAlister. 

Question. Mr. Zhou, could you please spell that? 

Answer. Z-H-O-U. 

Question. And what lan^age were the interpreters interpreting? 

Answer. It was either — it was Chinese. There is some Peruvian connection there, 
that is why I wasn’t sure, I think Peruvian descent or something. 

Question. There is some Peruvian connection. Could you please describe that? 
Answer. One of the women worked in the Peruvian office and I believe they had 
business in Peru or the family was part Peruvian, so I wasn’t siue if the language 
they were interpreting in was Spanish or was Chinese. I believe it was Chinese. 

Question. You said a woman, one of the women was in an office in Peru, whose 
office? 

Answer. Mr. Zhou’s party. There were two women, I believe, that accompanied 
him, that were either administrative staff, slash and/or interpreters, and they have 
an office in Peru, I believe, and I am not sure if it is Mr. Zhou, but just as there 
are many Japanese people in Brazil, there was some type of connection with part 
of his family being from Peru and the woman spoke Spanish and they had extensive 
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dealings in Latin America, and I never heard them specifically translate, but I be- 
lieve it was Chinese because he is Chinese. 

Question. Now this meeting occurred at the White House? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Where in the White House? 

Answer. In Doris Matsui’s office. 

Question. And what was discussed? 

Answer. Just a very general courtesy meeting. Mr. Zhou was interested, and he 
is the gentleman I referred to earlier as the property developer, and he was very 
interested in just general U.S. -China relations and Peruvian education, understand- 
ing between me two countries. He is a property developer. 

Mr. McAlister kind of gave a broad presentation that, you know, he was an up 
and coming private businessman in China and as such is very interested in seeing 
U.S. -China relations stable, understanding the importance of that. I believe he was 
interested in helping with some educational programs that would send U.S. stu- 
dents to China and vice versa, and Mark also just opened with Doris that, you 
know, this is just a general courtesy meeting. I believe Mr. Zhou had just — it was 
his first visit to the United States and was just really interested in getting to know 
more about the country and figuring out some type of program or ways that they 
could help just general understanding. 

Question. Who arranged the meeting? 

Answer. Our office did. 

Question. Did you arrange it personally? 

Answer. I believe I sent faxes through requesting meetings and sending over 
clearance information. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton instruct you to do so? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you ever attend any other meetings at the White House while you 
were employed at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, I believe that is the on^ one. 

Question. Was Mr. Zhou a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, he was not. 

Question. Did Mr. Zhou ever compensate CommerceCorp for setting up this meet- 
ing? 

Answer. No, he did not. The meeting was actually requested through Mr. 
McAlister, who works for Mr. Zhou as a U.S. citizen, and I believe — I don’t know 
how actu^y he came to know Mr. Middleton, but he was the one that was putting 
together Mr. Zhou’s program here in Washington, and he arranged most all of Mr. 
Zhou’s schedule and just asked us to help out on a few meetings. 

Question. Did vou ever contact or speak with Ms. Ann Eder? 

Answer. I dont know. I know there were a couple of Anns that I dealt with, but 
I don’t remember that person specifically, no. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever contacted Ms. Eder? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know what the US-ASEAN Council is? 

Answer. The US-ASEAN Council, it is a nonprofit, nongovernmental organization 
here in Washington, D.C., that promotes U.S. business interests in trade with 
Southeast Asia. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton work with Ms. Matsui on matters related to that 
council? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton involved in that council? 

Answer. Our company is a member of the US-ASEAN Council, just like most busi- 
nesses that deal with international business in Asia. 

Question. Do you know how your company got involved with that council, how 
CommerceCo^ got involved with that council? 

Answer. Initi^y, no, but, again, anyone who does business in Southeast Asia is 
a member or pretty much everyone because they are a great source of information 
and things of that sort, and very well respected here. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton have any responsibilities in connection with the 
council? 

Answer. No, it was just genered membership, as far as I know. 

Question. Do you know who Harold Ickes is? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever met with Mr. Ickes at the White 
House? 

Answer. I don’t know. 
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Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever discussed DNC fund-raising with 
Mr. Ickes? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever attend any meetings related to the DNC at the 
White House? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. I am using the phrase “DNC.” Just for the record, that is Democratic 
National Committee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you understand that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever arrange meetings for clients with Mr. Ickes? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. While you were employed at CommerceCorp, was Mr. Middleton affili- 
ated in any way with the Democrahc National Committee in 1996? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton participate in any DNC fund-raising activities in 
1996? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Okay. We are going to an exhibit, Number 3, please. ’The document with 
control number CC-H-000067-68 is marked as Deposition Exhibit 3, and is a memo 
message to Mark Middleton relating to a White House dinner which Mr. Middleton 
was, quote, working on, closed quote. Exhibit 3 is before you and I ask that you 
please review Exhibit 3. 

Answer. Ok^. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 3 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 3? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It looks like bullets of messages that came through to Mark that were 
faxed to him while he was out of town. 

Question. That is page 2 of Exhibit 3, right? 

Answer. Yes. The first page is just a cover letter, I believe. 

Question. It is the facsimue transmission cover sheet? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you write Exhibit 3? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You 

Answer. 'Typed it. 

Question. iVped Exhibit 3. Was the White House dinner referred to in Exhibit 3 
a fund-raising event? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton participate in the dinner or find — ^let me re-ask the 
question. 

Did Mr. Middleton participate in the dinner or did he participate in finding 
invitees to the dinner? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. The bottom of the memo notes that the fax was sent to various individ- 
uals. And there is a list of, it a^ears to be first names. I am going to ask you ques- 
tions about those individuals. 'V^o is Gus? 

Answer. What is the relevance? 

Mr. Luskin. Where are you directing her attention to? 

The Witness. To this, which has nothing to do with this. 

Mr. Dhillon. At the very bottom, faxes sent to, and there is a list of names, left 
message for John Huang, and a couple of other names. 

The Witness. The sheet that you are looking at is a composite of different mes- 
sages, either from msrself, regarding work I was doing, or telephone conversations, 
or phone calls that came in from Mark. Each bullet connotes a separate thing, 
therefore, the third bullet has nothing to do with the first bullet. I would be happy 
to answer the question, but I don’t see the relevance. 

examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Let’s do that, then. Who is Gus? 

Answer. Gus Nile. 

Question. And who is Titiek? 
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Answer. Titiek is Siti Hediati, the daughter of the President of Indonesia. 

Question. And who is Sukma? 

Answer. Sxikma Widjsga, one of the principals of the Sinar Mas Group. 

Question. Karim. Who is Karim? 

Answer. Karim, I don’t recall his last name or company. 

Question. Who is Neil? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Who is Nina? 

Answer. Nina would be Nina Wang. 

Question. Can you spell the last name? 

Answer. I believe it is W-A-N-G, but I am not sure. 

Question. And who is Munk? 

Answer. Peter Munk. 

Question. And what fax was sent to these individuals? 

Answer. It would have been different faxes to each of the individuals, and I don’t 
recall, it is just various — ^this appears to be a time when Mark was out of town and 
this is just a way of letting him mow that tiie letters that he had left with the sec- 
retary, receptionist had been delivered to the different individuals, so they would 
have been different letters on different matters. 

Question. And who is Peter Munk? 

Answer. Peter Munk I believe is the chairman of Barrick, Gold Corporation. 

Question. Can you spell that, Barrick? 

Answer. B-A-R-R-I-C-K 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever contact the White House regarding DNC fund- 
raising matters? 

Answer. I don’t know. I mean — ^well, I don’t know. I don’t know. 

Question. We will go to another exhibit, the document with control number CC- 
H-00046-48, which is marked as Exhibit 4, and is an August 19, 1996, memo from 
you and Mark Middleton to Nancy Hemreich, at the White House, regarding a fund- 
raiser during the Democratic National Convention, hosted by Walter Shorenstein. 
Exhibit 4 is before you and I ask that you please review it. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 4 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Why did Mr. Shorenstein forward these invitations to Mr. Middleton? 

Mr. Luskin. If you know. 

The Witness. I don’t know. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Why did you and Mr. Middleton forward the invitations to Nancy 
Hemreich? 

Answer. I mean, from time to time, people would just send things over to us and 
ask us to pass them along and we would. We would just pass them along and ask 
that they be sent to the appropriate person or sent to the appropriate channels and 
that would be the end of it. I don’t even particularly remember this fax, but I am 
sure Mr. Shorenstein probably sent the same thing to 15 other people to try to get 
it in as many ways as possible. 

Question. You don’t know that, you are guessing? 

Answer. Oh, no. I am Messing, yes. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever discuss the reception that is set forth in Exhibit 
4 with Mr. Shorenstein? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did you ever discuss the reception that is described in Exhibit 4 with 
Mr. Shorenstein? 

Answer. No, not that I can recall. 

Question. Did you ever speak to Mr. Middleton about the recMtion? 

Answer. Maybe just in general passing. I don’t — ^I mean, I don’t have a great 
memory of it. It was no big deal. 

Question. How was Mr. Middleton involved in the receptions that sore described — 
or the reception that is described in Exhibit 4? 

Answer. I don’t know. I believe he attended. Beyond that, I am not sure. 

Question. Did the President or the Vice President attend the Shorenstein recep- 
tion that is described in Exhibit 4? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton assist in the planning of the reception that is de- 
scribed in Exhibit 4? 

Answer. I don’t know. 
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Question. Did Mr. Middleton invite anyone to the reception that is described in 
Exhibit 4? 

Answer. I believe he attended with a guest. Beyond that, I don’t know of him 
working with the reception. 

Question. The next document is the document with control number CC-H-000063. 
It is marked as Exhibit 5 and is an undated memorandum to Mark Middleton re- 
garding a fund-raiser on July 30, year unknown. Exhibit 5 is before you and I ask 
that you review Exhibit 5. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 5 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Dhillon. The record should reflect that Mr. Waxman is present. As a cour- 
tesy to a Member who is present and with the concurrence of Minority counsel, I 
shall defer questioning until the Member has completed his questioning. 

Mr. Ballen, you are the designated Minority counsel at this deposition; do you 
concur? 

Mr. Ballen. I do. 

Mr. Dhillon. Thank you. Congressman Waxman, would you care to question the 
witness? 

Mr. Waxman. Yes, I would. 

Mr. Dhillon. You may proceed. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you veiy much. 

Ms. Weymouth, good to see you here today. Since you began working for MEM 
in February of 1996, have you ever known Mark Middleton to solicit any political 
contributions from anyone? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever seen any documents or check stubs or bank account 
records or any other kind of evidence mat suggested to you in any way that Mark 
Middleton was soliciting campaign contributions from any person or corporation for 
government? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever known Mark Middleton to solicit any campaign con- 
tributions from any foreigner or foreign government? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he ever receive phone calls from anyone at the DNC asking for 
his help in fund-raising? 

The WITNESS. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And from whom? 

The Witness. Anne Brazil. 

Mr. Waxman. How frequently? 

The Witness. Not very frequentlj;. Infrequently. 

Mr. Waxman. Infrequently, meaning more than five? Less than five? 

The Witness. Well, she would call a lot because he didn’t always call back, but, 
you know, not very often. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he ever receive similar calls from John Huang? 

The Witness. I don’t know. 

Mr. Waxman. What was his response to the call from Anne Brazil? 

The Witness. Very typically Mark, very polite, encouraging them, and, you know, 
very energetic. They would often call wanting names of people who they might ap- 
proach or just his recommendation, since he had been involved in fund-raising, so 
he would encourage them, but he always dropped it, I mean, he never really worked 
on it, he didn’t call back, you know, because sometimes he would get a little flus- 
tered because he had a lot of things going on with the business and he was really 
trying to get his business going, and I remember him saying, you know, these guys 
are always calling for my knowledge and my experience but I don’t have time to 
deal with this, I am trying to run a business. 

Mr. Waxman. How did you know about this? 

The Witness. How did I know about that? 

Mr. Waxman. His reactions. 

The Witness. I was in the office. I walked into the office to work on a project 
we were working on and he had just hung up the phone. 

Mr. Waxman. When he received calls — the only call you know of that he received 
dealing with campaign contributions was Anne Brazil? 

The Witness. Well, she would call just to let him know things that were going 
on and to ask for advice or who he thought might be interested in things, but be- 
yond that, I don’t recall. I don’t recall anyone else or who may have called. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he agree to help her? 

The Witness. Well, he would always*'say sure, sure, I will try to help out, but 
it never really came to much. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know whether he actually tried to help? 
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The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. No, you don’t know? 

The Witness. Yes, I know, and, no, I never saw him help. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever seen any evidence that he tried to assist the Demo- 
cratic National Committee or the Clinton-Gore campaign in fund-raising? 

The Witness. Not that I have seen, no. 

Mr. Waxman. Are you familiar with what is involved in lobbying? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And how are you familiar with lobbying? 

The Witness. Well, the firm I came from, we did a lot of work for an American 
textile company and we did have to file, you know, lobbying papers, et cetera and 
so forth, and it was something I didn’t particularly like, so when I interviewed with 
Mark, I asked a lot of questions about what we did with our clients, both the U.S. 
and otherwise, and whether or not we would be lobbying either the administration 
or Congress, and, you know, he said no. 

Mr. Waxman. He said no, but did you know whether lobbying was a part of his 
business when you joined CommerceCorp? 

The Witness. Well, we had extensive discussions on it, just because I was veiy 
concerned that I didn’t want to get into anything that came close to lobbying, I real- 
ly wanted to be involved in the more creative business side, and he had the regula- 
tions, both the FAR regulations and the lobbying registrations, and he asked me — 
this is even after I came on board, excuse me, after I started, he asked me to read 
over those and make sure I understood what they meant and to highlight the dif- 
ferent points and to, you know, tell him if I thought that there was any way what 
we were doing for the cUents could fall under that, and there really wasn’t anything 
there. 

Mr. Waxman. So in other words, you didn’t do any lobbying? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Okay. And he told you that you didn’t have to do any lobbying? 

The Witness. Correct. 

Mr. Waxman. And in your experience he has been good to his word on that prom- 
ise, that you wouldn’t have to do any lobbying? 

The Witness. Definitely, or I wouldn’t be there. 

Mr. Waxman. In your work have you sometimes contacted executive branch agen- 
cies for clients of CommerceCorp? 

'The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. For what purpose? 

The Witness. Mostly just contacting through general public information, fax re- 
trieval systems, calling to get general information on countries, sectors, things of 
that sort. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever helped to set up meetings with the White House offi- 
cials or officials of executive branch agencies for CommerceCorp clients? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you personally ever contacted the White House or an execu- 
tive branch agency or any government official to try to get them to take any action 
for any CommerceCoro clients? 

The Witness. No. "ro my knowledge, we have never had any action pending before 
anyone. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever known Mark Middleton to contact any government 
official to try to get them to take any action for a CommerceCorp client? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever seen any evidence that Mark Middleton or 
CommerceCorp engaged in lobbying of any government official for any purpose? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever met Charlie Trie? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Is he a business associate of Mr. Middleton? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. What were the circumstances of you meeting him? 

The Witness. He came by the office one day, and I am trying to think. It was 
around Secretaries Day because he brought perfume to aU the women in the office, 
but it was just a personal courtesy meeting. 

Mr. Waxman. With you? 

The Witness. With Mark Middleton, yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever seen any evidence that they have a business rela- 
tionship? 

The Witness. No. 
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Mr. Waxman. Has Mark Middleton ever handled any funds from Mr. Trie or any 
of his businesses? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Has Mark Middleton ever given any money to Charlie Trie? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Would you describe the circumstances? 

The Witness. In a very typical Charlie fashion, he kind of came in ruffled one 
day and I remember Mark saying, this is after Charlie left, and Mark said, he is 
such a great guy, he works realty hard and he tries realty hard, but he was having 
trouble with his business, as I understand it, and was short on funds and he had 
asked Mark to give him a loan and Mark did so. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know how much money was involved in the loan? 

The Witness. I tmnk it was $5,000. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know what Mr. Middleton thought of Charlie Trie? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Is that a yes? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And is that based on something he said to you? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And what did he say to you? 

The Witness. Again, as I stated, he would just say that Charlie was a great guy 
with a good heart, he was a reaUy hard worker but that he wasn’t super sophisti- 
cated or super bright and he was having trouble with his business and wanted 
some — needed some help financially, but I always got the impression that he 
thought he was a really good guy, trying hard. I always thought of Charlie as kind 
of like a puppy or something, with a good heart but not always knowing what he 
was doing. 

Mr. Waxman. That is your impression? 

The Witness. That is my impression. But I got my impression mostly from Mark 
because I only met Charlie on that one occasion. 

Mr. Waxman. And you had several conversations with Mark about Charlie Trie? 

The Witness. Probably two or three that I can think of. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know what that loan of $5,000 was for? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know whether it has been repaid? 

The Witness. No, it has not. 

Mr. Waxman. It has not been repaid? 

The Witness. Right. 

Mr. Waxman. And when was that loan extended? 

The Witness. I’m sorry, I don’t recall the date. It was in '96. It was open on the 
books at the end of the year. 

Mr. Waxman. So it was a loan in 1996? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Early in the year or later in the year? 

The Witness. My impression is it would have been spring, spring of ’96. 

Mr. Waxman. Okay. 

The Witness. I’m sorry, I don’t recall the exact date. It was a personal loan, as 
I understood it, just to help him cover his cost of living. 

Mr. Waxman. And you know it has not been repaid? 

The Witness. Right. Yes, it has not been repaid. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, we appreciate you being here to give this deposition and an- 
swering these questions. We will probably have other questions for you later. Thank 
you and I thank counsel for allowing me to proceed. 

Mr. Dhillon. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. May I proceed? 

Mr. Waxman. Certainly. 


examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. I believe we left off at Exhibit 5 being placed before you. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. And I would ask you to review Exhibit 5. Have you done so? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you write Exhibit 5? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know what event Exhibit 5 refers to? 

Answer. No, not specifically. No, I mean this is a typical example of a request that 
would come in from people who knew Mark had been involved in fund-raising ask- 
ing for information or help and I would take the message and pass it along, and 
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fact, I remember this person, Dinah Dale, simply because of her accent and name, 
lling several times, and 1 don’t believe Mark ever even returned the phone calls 
got back in touch with her office because she did call several times wondering, 
u know, if he was going to be able to help and I don’t think he did. 

Question. Okay. Let me ask you that question, then. Did Mr. Middleton host this 
ent that is set forth or described in Exhibit 5? 

Answer. No, not to my knowledge. 

Question. Now let’s go to the next document, the document with control number 
!l-H-0049, which is marked as Deposition Exhibit 6, and is a September 9, 1996, 
tter from Mark Middleton to Benny Hu, H-U, the president of China Development 
jrporation. Exhibit 6 is before you and I ask ^at you please review Exhibit 6. 
[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 6 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MH. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 6? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you prepare Exhibit 6? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In Exhibit 6, Mr. Middleton makes a reference to it being hectic here 
ace the campaign has heated up, and he goes on to state that he would like to 
me over next month, but his responsibilities make the timing of the trip uncer- 
in. 

Do you know what Mr. Middleton was referring to when he made that statement 
the letter? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Luskin. Which statement are you referring to? Are you asking what respon- 
ailities he is referring to? 

Mr. Dhillon. Let me back up. I will break it down into two different questions. 
examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. What responsibilities was Mr. — let’s just take the part that refers to re- 
onsibilities. What responsibilities was Mr. Middleton referring to? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Q uestion. He also said it was very hectic since the campaign had heated up. How 
it been hectic at CommerceCorp since the campaign heat^ up? 

Answer. I don’t know what he was referring to. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton involved in any way in the 1996 Presidential cam- 
lign? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Mr. Luskin. Just for clarification of the record, and I don’t want to step on your 
lestioning, but let me ask, are you aware of any responsibilities that Mr. Middle- 
n had, other than his CommerceCorp responsibilities? We may want to close the 
op here. 

Mr. Dhillon. That is a fine question. If you could answer that, I would appreciate 

The Witness. I just work with him on CommerceCorp issues and it was always 
sctic on our business issues, so I don’t know. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Okay. The next document is the document with control number CC-H- 
>0020, and it is marked as Exhibit 7, and it is a June 11, 1996, facsimile message 
Mark Middleton from Holli Weymouth. That is before you and I ask you to please 
view it. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 7 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 7? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a facsimile transmission that again appears to be a series of mes- 
iges left for Mark that were faxed through to him when he was out of the office. 
Question. And did you prepare that? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And did you take the message described in Exhibit 7 from Arthur 
avis? 
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Answer. I don’t recall if his office spoke with me directly or spoke with someone 
else in our office, and I am just summarizing here. I don’t recall. 

Question. Is the Arthur Davis referred to in Exhibit 7 the same Arthur Davis that 
Mr. Middleton recommended for an ambassadorial appointment? 

Answer. I believe he would be. That is the only Arthur Davis I know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton attend the coffee with Mr. Davis? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton assist in making the arrangements for the coffee? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Why did Mr. Middleton call Mr. Davis about this coffee — ^I’m sorry, why 
did Mr. Davis call Mr. Middleton about this coffee. Strike the last question. 

Answer. You know, I don’t know, and it is not clear from the memo and I can’t 
remember. It could be we were working on a meeting and he just mentioned, you 
know, that he might be going to this because of Mark’s past activities. I honestly 
don’t— I mean, I don’t know. My memory is limited to what is here because it wasn’t 
anything. I just took the message and passed it along. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton attend any White House coffees? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. A question or two ago I asked you about why Mr. Davis and Mr. Middle- 
ton were communicating, and you said it might have something to do with Mark’s 
past activities. What did you mean by “past activities”? 

Answer. Oh, I’m sorry. Meaning that he was involved with fund-raising many 
years prior, or in the ’92 campaign. 

Question. Were you assisting in campaign activities at all, whether for the DNC, 
the Clinton-Gore re-election campaign or any other campaign activities, you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did anyone else employed by CommerceCorp or who worked for 
CommerceCorp at any time participate or assist in any campaign activities? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who was the person, Luz, L-U-Z, identified in the Exhibit 7? 

Answer. Luz is the assistant to Mark Jiminez, at Future Tech. 

Question. Future Tech? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what information was Luz working on for the 26th? 

Answer. I honestly don’t recall. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton regularly talk to anyone at the DNC? 

Answer. Again, messages came in from Anne Brazil, is really the only name I can 
recall. 

Question. Do you recall if there were other individuals that called from the DNC 
whose names you can’t recedl? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you recall calls, but you just can’t recall the name of who called? 

Answer. I don’t recall calls because I don’t really know who works with the DNC. 
The only person I know that worked with the DNC is Anne Brazil, therefore, if 
there were calls, I wouldn’t know, I wouldn’t recomize the names as being DNC in- 
dividuals because I really don’t have a lot of knowledge of the DNC. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever speak with Richard Sullivan? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who Richard Sullivan is? 

Answer. I do now. 

Question. Did you ever see Richard Sullivan at the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever met with Mr. Sullivan any place — 
did Mr. Middleton ever meet with Mr. Sullivan that you know of? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. And have you ever spoken with Mr. Sullivan? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton in contact with Marvin Rosen? 

Answer. 1 don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who Marvin Rosen is? 

Answer. Again, I do now. 

Question. Okay. Do you know what he looks like now? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You know who he is now, though? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you ever see Mr. Rosen at the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. No, not that I know of. 
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Question. Okay. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever met with Mr. Rosen at any 
place other than the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton ever in contact with a person named Don Fowler? 
Answer. Again, I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who Don Fowler is? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you ever see Don Fowler at the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever had any meetings with Don Fowler 
outeide the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Susan Lavine? 

Answer. Susan Lavine, yes. 

Question. Who is she? 

.^swer. I believe that — I am not sure if she worked for the DNC or worked with 
the DNC. She is someone that initially, when I came on board, would help with ar- 
ranging tours of the Capitol or whatever people wanted to see in Washington. 
Question. Okay. How did you interact with her; was she in your office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. So how did you interact with her? 

Answer. We called her. 

Question. Okay. When you say “we called her,” you are referring to? 

Answer. Our office woidd call her. 

Question. And that would be either you, right? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Or Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Ruht. 

Question. Or one of the other individuals you described as answering the phone? 
Answer. Correct. 

Question. Did you ever meet Susan Lavine? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Where? 

Answer. She came by our office. 

Question. On how many occasions? 

Answer. I would say I have probably seen her two or three times. She borrowed 
an umbrella from Linda and she brou^t it back and then she came by months later 
just to say hello. 

Question. Approximately when did these events occur? 

Answer. Oh, goodness. I would say it would have to be spring of ’96. 

Question. And did she meet with anyone while she was there in a formal capacity? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Did she ever meet with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No, she usuaUy missed him when she came by. 

Question. What was her purpose in coming by? 

Answer. Just to drop by and say hello. 

Question. Was one of her purposes to meet with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. To say hello, yes. She would just kind of float in and say hello to every- 
one and float out. 

Question. The next document, a document with control number CC-H-000012, is 
marked as Deposition Exhibit 8. It is a facsimile from Holli Weymouth to Mark Mid- 
dleton dated April 19, 1996, sent to an overseas fax number. Exhibit 8 is before you 
and I ask that you please review Exhibit 8. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 8 was marked for identiflcation.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 8? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a facsimile transmission sent to Mark. It is a list of messages, ap- 
pears to have been a list of messages that came through for him that day. 

Question. Is the Susan mentioned in Exhibit 8 at the veiy bottom last word, 
Susan Lavine? 

Answer. I don’t recall. It may have been. It may have been Mr. Sudarma’s assist- 
ant. I am not sure. 

Question. Mr. Sudarma’s assistant was also named Susan? 
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Answer. I mean, I don’t recall. I don’t recall the specifics of this. 

Question. What country was Mr. Middleton in at the time — strike that. What 
country did you fax this document to? 

Answer. 6221 is Indonesia. 

Question. And why was Mr. Middleton in Indonesia at the time you faxed Exhibit 
8 to him? 

Answer. Just a general business trip through Asia. 

Question. Did you speak to Mr. Sudarma? 

Answer. Yes. In fact, Mr. Sudarma called and I took his call, and if I remember 
correctly, he had called and I had — I can’t remember if I mentioned it to Mark. 
Mark didn’t know who he was, Mark couldn’t remember, and the gentleman ex- 
plained, oh, I met Mark such and such places, and Mark said, well, you know, do 
what you can to be helpful for him if he is visiting Washington, but Mark didn’t 
really remember who he was. 

From time to time, friends of business acquaintances or friends of family would 
come to Washington and they would want to know where to go, what to see, you 
know, how to tour the Capitol, how do you see the White House, et cetera and so 
forth. 

Question. Where is Mr. Sudarma fi-om? 

Answer. I don’t know. He called from California, I believe. I think I remember 
looking at his phone number and I think I remember him — ^that he called from Cali- 
fornia, 415. My sister lives in San Francisco, that is why I remember. 

Question. Do you know where Mr. Middleton met Mr. Sudarma? 

Answer. Only what it says here, and that was according to Mr. Sudarma. Again, 
Mr. Middleton didn’t remember. 

Question. So your recollection is Mr. Middleton did not remember Mr. Sudarma 
at all? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Prior to this call from Mr. Sudarma that you took, did Mr. Middleton 
ever mention Mr. Sudarma to you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know how Mr. Sudarma knew the Riady family? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know what the relationship between Mr. Sudarma and the 
Riady family is? 

Answer. No. Only what it says here. 

Question. Do you know how Mr. Sudarma knew John Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know anything about the relationship between Mr. Sudarma and 
Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Luskin. May I ask for clarification? Is what is written down here on this bul- 
let point on Exhibit 8 information that Mr. Sudarma related to you? 

The Witness. Yes, it is, and that is all the information I have. 

Mr. Dhillon. This would be a good time for lunch for us. We can go off the 
record. 

[Whereupon, at 12:21 p.m., the deposition recessed, to be reconvened 1:00 p.m., 
this same day.] 

Mr. Dhillon. You have all heard the kinds of questions I am asking, and I 
haven’t heard any objections to them, so I feel comfortable sort of picking up the 
pace and speeding up a little more. 

Mr. Luskin. I have been trying not to harass you by not objecting. 

Mr. Dhillon. And I appreciate that. And these will be sort of the same. As you 
have probably jessed by now in this deposition, this is going to be the same sort 
of thing, just fill in the blanks. So I will go through it as quickly as I can. 

examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. I am going to give you another document, the document with control 
No. CC-H-000015, which is marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 10, an August 6th — 
okay. Let’s go back up a couple here. The document with control No. CC-H-000010 
is marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 9 and is an April 23rd, 1996 facsimile to Mark 
Middleton from HoUi Weymouth. 

Exhibit 9 is before you, and I ask you to please review it. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 9 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 9? 
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Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a fax from me to Mark Middleton. 

Question. Did Mr. Sudarma and his family go on the scheduled tour referred to 
in Exhibit 9? 

Answer. Yes, they did. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton meet Mr. Sudarma at the White House? 

Answer. No, he did not. 

Question. How do you know that? 

Answer. He was out of town, out of the country. And it is a different date. I apolo- 
gize. I was thinking since this fax is sent out of the country that he wouldn’t have 
been there for the tour, and I don’t believe he had retumea by that time. I believe 
he still was out of the country or out of town anyway. Sorry. 

Question. Okay. Was Mr. Sudarma ever a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was he ever a prospective client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. The document with control No. CC-H-000015 is marked as Deposition 
Exhibit 10. It is an August 5th, 1996 facsimile from Holli Weymouth to Mark Mid- 
dleton at an overseas facsimile number. That is before you, and I ask that you 
please review Exhibit 10. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 10 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BV MR. DHIIXON: 

Question. Who is Robyn — do you recognize Exhibit 10? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a fax from me to Mark. 

Question. Who is Robyn Buzby? 

Answer. Robyn Buzby is a personal friend of Mark’s, someone who he went to 
high school with in Arkansas. 

Question. Is Robyn Buzby a man or a woman? 

Answer. It is a woman. 

Question. Is she a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Is Ms. — is Ms. Buzby affiliated with the DNC in any way? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Why did Ms. Buzby call Mr. Middleton to arrange a White House tour? 

Answer. Again 

Mr. Luskin. If you know. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHIIXON: 

Question. All questions assiune that. 

Answer. I am sorry? 

Question. Why did Ms. Buzby call Mr. Middleton to arrange a White House tour? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did either you or Mr. Middleton arrange a White House tour for Ms. 
Buzby? 

Answer. I can’t recall. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton solicit campaign or DNC contributions from Ms. 
Buzby? 

Answer. No. 

Question. On Exhibit 10 there is a notation that Craig Smith phoned for Mr. Mid- 
dleton. Did Mr. Smith call Mr. Middleton often? 

Answer. Excuse me? I don’t see the notation you are referring to. 

Question. Exhibit 10, second line down, Craig Smith. 

Answer. These are not notations that people called. I think this was just a request 
for phone numbers. 

Question. Okay. So Mr. 

.^swer. I am not sure. I think — yes, I think it was just a request for information 
off the Rolodex. 

Question. If I could just — let me just go to Exhibit 10 then. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Was this memorandum — ^I am sorry. Was this facsimile transmission 
generated by you in response to a request by Mr. Middleton for the information con- 
friined in Exhibit 10? 
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Answer. I believe so. 

Question. Okay. Did the Mr. Smith, whose name appears on Exhibit 10, call for 
Mr. Middleton often? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Do you know who Craig Smith is? 

Answer. No, not particularly. 

Question. Do you recall ever having met Craig Smith? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Dhillon. I am sorry, counsel? 

Mr. Luskin. I am sorry. I kicked her and I apologized. 

Mr. Dhillon. I wasn’t sure if you were interposing an objection. 

Mr. Luskin. No. I was apologizing to my client. 

Mr. Dhillon. I see. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. There is a person on Exhibit 10, Mr. Fuerst? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Did Mr. Fuerst regiftarly contact Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Mr. Fuerst works with Future Tech International, which was one of our 
clients, so he did call off and on. 

Question. Do you know — did you ever meet Mr. Fuerst? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton solicit campaign or DNC contributions from Mr. 
Fuerst or Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And I threw Mr. Jimenez in there. Mr. Jimenez is also mentioned on 
that document? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Howard Glicken? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is he? 

Answer. I think he has either a consulting group or something of that sort named 
the Americas Group. 

Question. Have you ever met him? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When? 

Answer. I don’t recall when. 

Question. Where? 

Answer. He came by our office once. 

Question. On how many occasions? 

Answer. Just once, that I recall. 

Question. And who did he come by to meet with? 

Answer. He met with Mark Middleton. 

Question. The next document is a document with control No. CC-H-000095. It is 
marked as Exhibit 11, Deposition Exhibit 11, and is an April 22nd, 1996 memo from 
Howard Glicken to Mark Middleton regarding a CEO dinner in Miami. 

Exhibit 11 is before you, and 1 ask that you please review Exhibit 11. 

Answer. Okay. 

rWeymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 11 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 11? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You had previously testified a few moments ago that Mr. Glicken came 
to the — Mr. Glicken came to the office to meet with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What were they meeting about? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton working with Mr. Glicken on fund-raising matters? 
Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton assist Mr. Glicken in the endeavor that is described 
in Government’s — sorry. Deposition Exhibit 11? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Ok^. 

Mr. Luskin. For the record. Exhibit 9 reflects that Mr. Middleton was apparently 

in Indonesia on the date 

The Witness. This is not Indonesia, but somewhere. 
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Mr. Luskin. Or somewhere out of the country at the time of April 22nd or 23rd. 
The Witness. The time this fax was received. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. The document with control number CC-H-000094 is marked as Deposi- 
tion Exhibit 12 and are telephone messages for Mark Middleton for April 22nd, 
1996. 

Exhibit 12 is before you, and I ask that you please review Exhibit 12. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 12 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 12? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. Is Exhibit 12 sort of a phone record that CommerceCorp rou- 
tinely keeps? 

Answer. It is one type of record that we have used. 

Question. Do you recognize it as that — as the type of record that CommerceCorp 
keeps? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recognize the handwriting on Exhibit 12? 

Answer. I’m not sure who wrote these. 

Question. So you don’t recognize the handwriting? 

Answer. Well, it would have been one of the two individuals that answers our 
phone, but I’m not certain which one it was. 

Question. And those are the two individuals you already described before. I am 

sorry, what were their names, Ann was it 

Answer. Sandy and Linda. 

Question. Okay. Have you spoken to Mr. Middleton about your testimony here 
today? 

Answer. Only to inform him that I had received a notice. 

Question. Have you spoken to him — did he ask you to testify in a particular way? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Did vou discuss with him any of the matters you thought might be 
asked by any of the counsel here today? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Is Mr. Middleton paying yoiur attorney’s fees? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is he — is Mr. Middleton or is CommerceCorp? 

Answer. I am sorry. It is Commerce — gosh. It is the company. 

Question. CommerceCorp is paying your attorney’s fees? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is Mr. Middleton also represented by your counsel here today? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Have you ever heard of John Huang? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know who John Huang is? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you ever met him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever spoken to John Huang? 

Answer. I can’t recall if I have or haven’t. 

Question. So then it’s possible you have spoken to him? 

Answer. I don’t recall speaking with him. 

Question. Did John Huang ever call CommerceCorp? 

Answer. I have seen notes here that he called, but I don’t recall speaking with 
him. 

Question. Do you know who John Huang spoke with when he called 
CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever have any conversations at all with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton in contact with Mr. Huang in 1996? 

Answer. Again, I have seen notes, and I believe Mr. Huang may have called infre- 
quently. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever discuss his relationship with Mr. Huang with 
you? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. Did he ever discuss his relationship with Mr. Huang to someone else 
in your presence? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know when Mr. Middleton first met Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang ever come to the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. — did Mr. Middleton ever work with Mr. Huang on any fund- 
raising matters in 1996? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever work with Mr. Huang to arrange for individuals 
to attend a coffee with the President? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Pauline Kanchanalak? 

Answer. Not prior to the press reports. 

Question. Okay. Had you ever met Pauline Kanchanalak? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton assisted Pauline Kanchanalak in attend- 
ing a coffee with the President at the White House? 

Answer. I had never heard her name before the press reports. 

Question. When was the first time you heard her name? 

Answer. When it came out in the newspapers in conjunction with fund-raising ac- 
tivities. 

Question. Before, after a certain date? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall when she first emerged. 

Question. Was Mr, Middleton ever in contact with Ms. Kanchanalak? 

Answer. No. The only context I have ever heard of her is in the press r^orts. 
Question. Okay. So CommerceCorp does not do any business with the Ban Chang 
Group? 

Answer. Not — no. 

Question. Does Ban Chang Group mean ansrthing to you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of that group before? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Martha Schoffner? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Have you ever met Ms. Martha Schoffner? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever visit Mr. Charlie Trie at Mr. Trie’s apartment 
at the Watergate? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who Keshi Zahn is? And again, we are happy to write 
those names down if you need to see them in writing. 

Answer. I believe she worked with Charlie or for Charlie. 

Question. Did you ever meet Ms. Zahn? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever talk to Ms. Zahn? 

Answer. Yes. She may have called to leave messages, but I don’t recall anything 
specific. 

Question. Do you recall how you have the impression that she worked with Mr. 
'Trie in some capacity? 

Answer. Well, I know I have the memory from reading it in the newspaper, but 
I think — I think I called her Keshi, which is why I remember her. I am not sure 
how I saw her name, but I do — I might have taken a message from her before. 
Question. Do you know who Lap-Seng Ng is? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Have you ever met Mr. Ng? 

Answer. May I clarify my answer? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I have heard the name, and I know the name by sight because it is so 
unusual, but, no, I have never met him, and I don’t really have a great knowledge 
as to who he is. 

Question. Have you ever spoken to him, to Mr. Ng? 

Answer. No. 

Question. We overlapped. Have you ever spoken to Mr. Ng? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who Elin Outlaw is? 
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Answer. No; neither one. 

Question. Elin Outlaw? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who E-Mei Trie is? 

Mr. Luskin. I was making a remark off the record to my client. I interrupted you. 
Maybe you should ask the question again. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Do you know who E-Mei Trie is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who Antonio Pan is? 

Answer. I have heard the name, but I don’t know who he is. 

Question. Have you ever met Antonio Pan? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Luskin. I think this part of the deposition is harder for you than for the wit- 
ness. 

Mr. Dhillon. Right. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton conducting any type of business with Mr. Trie? 
Answer. No, not that I know of. 

Question. How much time did Mr. Middleton spend with Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I have no idea. He called once in awhile. That’s all. 

Question. Did Mr. 'Trie stop over at the office more than once while you were 
there, at the CommerceCoip office? 

Answer. Once, maybe twice. 

Question. Did Mr. 'Trie and Mr. Middleton have any clients together? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did they ever form a corporation or partnership? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton or — and Mr. Trie ever travel together? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did you ever travel with Mr. Trie? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton and Mr. Trie ever meet while they were in the same 
country, other than the United States? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Winston Wang? 

Answer. I don’t recall the name, no. 

Question. So you never met a person named Winston Wang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Let me re-ask that question. Have you ever met a person named Win- 
ston Wang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of any meetings between Mark Middleton and Winston 
Wang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know anything at all about Winston Wang? 

Answer. No idea. 

Question. Did Mr. Trie loan Mr. Middleton his car? 

Let me re-ask that question. Did Mr. Trie ever loan Mr. Middleton Mr. 
Middleton’s car — ^Mr. Trie’s car? Let me re-ask the question again. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. I object to my own question. I strike the question and I am re-asking 
it. 

Did Mr. Trie ever loan Mr. Middleton Mr. Trie’s car? 

Answer. I have no idea. No, not that I know of. 

Question. That wasn’t worth the three questions it took to get the answer. 

Now we will go with another document here. The document with control number 
CC-H-001147 is marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 13 and is a check dated May 
22nd, 1996, for $5,000. 

Exhibit 13 is before you, and I ask that you please review Exhibit 13. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 13 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 13? 



333 


Ygs 

Question. What is Exhibit 13? 

Answer. It is the check I referred to earlier where Mr. Middleton made Charlie 
Trie a personal loan. 

Question. Did Mr. Trie ever perform any services for Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No, not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton participate in any fund-raising activities with Mr. 
Trie? 

Answer. No, not that I know of. 

Question. Was the loan personally made from Mark Middleton, or was it from 
CommerceCorp? 

Answer. The check is written from CommerceCoro. 

Question. Is the loan on the books for CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes, and my notation on the books made at that time was for a personal 
loan. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton participate in any fund-raising activities with Mr. 
Trie? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton loan money to friends or any — on any other occasions 
while you were at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. He gave some money for a scholarship fund for a friend from Arkansas. 
He loaned me money. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton loan money to anyone else while you were at 
CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Other than those two circtunstances I just mentioned, no, not that I know 
of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton assist Mr. Trie in any type of fund-raising activities? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton assist Mr. Trie in getting White House tours? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton recommend Mr. Trie as a member of the commission 
on U.S. Pacific Trade and Investment Policy, also known as the Bingaman Commis- 
sion? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton or anyone at CommerceCoip contact the White 
House regarding Charlie Trie’s appointment to the commission? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. Did you ever discuss — did you ever discuss the Bingaman Commission 
with Mr. ’Trie? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever discuss the Bingaman Commission with Mr. 
Trie? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. I am sorry? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did CommerceCorp obtain any information from the Bingaman Com- 
mission proceedings? 

Answer. Not that I know of. I don’t recall. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever obtain such information? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever communicate with Kenneth Brody regarding the 
commission? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did you ever communicate with Kenneth Brody regarding the commis- 
sion? 

Answer. Not — no, not that I know of. 

Question. Was Debbi Shon involved with the commission in any way? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who Debbi Shon is? 

Answer. Only that I believe she used to work at — not through CommerceCorp. 
Through my previous emjployment I think she was with the administration. I am 
not even sure if it was White House or USTR. She is now with a law firm in Aus- 
tralia, I believe. 

Question. Do you know — did you ever have any communication with Ms. Shon? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mark Middleton ever had any — ^strike that. 

Did Mark Middleton ever have any communications with Ms. Shon? 

Answer. I don’t know. 
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Question. Was Bob Nash involved in the commission in any way? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge that relates to Mr. Nash and the Bingaman 
Commission? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever contacted Mr. Trie while Mr. Trie 
was overseas? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange a meeting with the Lippo Group for the 
Bingaman Commission? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Next document, the document with control number CC-H-000034-35, is 
marked as Deposition Exhibit 14. It is a September 12th, 1996 facsimile cover sheet 
from HoUi Weymouth to the office of Mr. Hashim Djojohadikusumo. 

Answer. That’s very good. I don’t know how to say that. 

Question. Attached is an August 29th, 1996 letter from Mark Middleton to 
Hashim Djojohadikusumo. 

Exhibit 14 is before you, and I please ask you to review it. 

Answer. Ok^. 

(Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 14 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 14? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a cover sheet from me to Hashim with an attached letter. 

Question. Who is Hashim Djojohadikusumo? 

Answer. I don’t know his business specifically. 

Question. Did you ever meet that gentleman? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. The letter portion of Exhibit 14, which is the second page, notes that 
Mr. Middleton saw Mr. Djojohadikusumo in Jakarta recently. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. When was Mr. Middleton in Jakarta? 

Answer. I don’t recall the dates of his travel. 

Question. In the letter portion of Exhibit 14, Mr. Middleton also states that his, 
quote, fnends at the Export-Import Bank were very impressed by your operation 
and professional management, closed quote. 

Do you know who Mr. Middleton is referring to as his fnends at Ex-Im? 

Answer. No, I do not. And I should tell you that Mark gave me this letter to for- 
ward, and I did the cover letter, but I did not prepare the letter, nor do I have 
knowledge of the information that’s in the letter. 

Question. Do you know who the senior directors are that are referred to in the 
letter portion of Exhibit 14? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton — strike that. 

Did Mr. Middleton arrange a meeting at the Export-Import Bank for Mr. 
Djojohadikusiuno? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton contact any other agencies on behalf of Mr. 
Djojohadikusumo? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange any meetings with Mr. Djojohadikusumo for 
the commission? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Mr. Luskin. By “commission” sire you referring to the Bingsiman Commission 
again? 

Mr. Dhillon. The Bingaman Commission, yes. 

The Witness. Yes. In fact, I never heard tHat name. 

examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Have you ever heard of a person named Ernie Green? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Had you ever seen anyone nsuned Ernie Green at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You never met anyone named Ernie Green? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. And there were no — ^no business — did anyone named Ernie Green do 
any business with CommerceCorp? 

Answer. I have never heard of anyone named Ernie Green at all. 

Question. When was the last time you spoke to Mr. Charlie Trie? 

Answer. Probably Secretary's Day 1996, when he gave us perfume. 

Question. What was, very briefly, the substance of that conversation? 

Answer. Thank you very much. 

Question. When was the last time Mr. Middleton was in contact with Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. The next document is a docximent with control number CC-H-000057- 
59. It is marked as Deposition Exhibit 15. It is a July 31, 1996 memo from Yau 
Lop Poon to Mark Middleton. 

Exhibit 15 is before you, and I ask you to please review it. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 15 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 15? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is the letter received from Mr. Yau in our office. 

Question. When was the first time you saw Exhibit 15? 

Answer. When it came through the fax on or about this date, July 31st, 1996. 

Question. Did you discuss Ewiibit 15 with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. What did Mr. Middleton tell you with respect to Exhibit 15? 

Answer. Well, I remember he was just really surprised when he read through the 
questions. I remember him being very surprised and just kind of annoyed by the 
whole thing. 

Question. I am sorry. You were surprised and annoyed? 

Answer. He was. 

Question. Mr. Middleton was? 

Answer. Mr. Middleton was. 

Question. Did he make any comments about the letter, any specific comments 
about the letter? 

Answer. Not at that time. I mean, later, I remember him saying he thought he 
knew who the source of this was; it was someone that he had met on a business 
meeting who was disgruntled because a deal didn’t go through or something of that 
sort. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton prepare a point by point response to the letter? 

Answer. He prepared a response in the form of a letter. I don’t believe it went 
point by point. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton discuss — let me back up. Exhibit 15 is three pages 
long, correct? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. And it has numbered paragraphs which number up to 12 on the third 
page. 

Answer. Yes, 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton discuss — ^and those niunbered paragraphs — and if 
you need to glance at it, to look at it again to answer this question, that’s fine. But 
those numbered paragraphs are questions to Mr. Middleton; is that correct? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton discuss any of the— of these questions or his answers 
to these questions with you? 

Answer. Again, I saw the response that he sent out, and, again, the only thing 
I remember him saying was just that, you know, again, that it was — ^he thought he 
knew who the source was; that it was someone that was disappointed in a business 
deal that didn’t go through. 

Question. Did he discuss point by point his response to these questions with you? 

Answer. Not any specifics that I can recall. 

Question. Were any drafts of a response, a point by point response, ever made to 
these questions? 

Answer. No. The only response that was made was the — I think it was a one- or 
two-page letter that Mark sent back to Mr. Yau where he did address the issues 
that were raised. 

Mr. Luskin. Did he indicate whether or not he thought that the allegations were 
true? 

The Witness. I mean, he thought it was ridiculous. 
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Mr. Luskin. I am sorry. You just said a moment ago that someone was saying 
it because they were disgruntled. Is there any implication that was conveyed there? 

The Witness. No, sorry. He thought it was ridiculous, and I think he was a little 
bit incensed. He wanted to be helpful because this is a decent publication. He did 
want to respond to the editor there to clarify an)d;hing that could have been confus- 
ing, and I believe he did try to convey to him that, you know — that there was abso- 
lutely nothing here, and that he wo^d hate to see him print something and, you 
know, just that — you know, that it was ludicrous. 

Mr. Dhillon. It is a Uttle early for a break, but I could use one for 5 or 10 min- 
utes, if you don’t mind. 

[Recess.] 


examination by MR. DHILLON; 

Question. The next exhibit is a document with control No. CC-H-000056, is 
marked as Deposition Exhibit 16. It is an August 5th, 1996 facsimile from HoUi 
Weymouth to Yau Lop Poon. 

Exhibit 16 is before you, and I ask that you please review it. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 16 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 16? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a fax from me to Mr. Yau, the editor-in-chief. 

Question. And is it a fax that’s in response to something? 

Answer. Yes, it is in response to the fax list of questions that we received. 

Question. And that was the document marked as Deposition Exhibit 15? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Now, in the letter which is marked as Exhibit 16, you state that you 
will be willing to get answers to some of the preliminary factual issues about which 
Mr. Yau Lop Poon inquired. Did you, in fact, do that? 

Answer. I believe the only response that we sent was the letter that Mark eventu- 
ally wrote. 

Question. And that would be a letter other than this letter? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So you didn’t obtain any of the information that is described in the let- 
ter? 

Answer. No, I 

Mr. Luskin. Which letter? 

Mr. Dhillon. You are right. We have a couple. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Did you ever obtain any of the answers to some of the preliminary fac- 
tual issues as you set forth in Exhibit 16? 

Answer. No. We never sent him any other response, other than the letter that Mr. 
Middleton wrote. 

Question. In that letter, which is marked as Exhibit 16, you state that Mr. Mid- 
dleton is traveling in Asia during the month of August. Do you know specifically 
where Mr. Middleton went during that time? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall. 

Question. Are there any records at CommerceCorp that would indicate where Mr. 
Middleton traveled during that time? 

Answer. If there are, I am sure we have turned them in. I don’t have a list of 
itineraries, no. 

Question. Do you routinely keep itineraries for Mr. Middleton’s travel? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall anyone who Mr. Middleton met with during that 1996 — 
that August 1996 Asia trip? 

Answer. No. 

Question. The next document is the document with control number CC-H-000543. 
It is marked as Deposition Exhibit 17, and it is a September 24th, 1996 letter from 
Mr. Middleton to 

Yau Lop Poon. 

Exhibit 17 is before you, and I ask you to please review it. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 17 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 17? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is the letter of response sent by Mr. Middleton to Mr. Yau. 

Question. Did Mr. Mark Middleton — or did Mr. Middleton write this letter? 
Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. Did he have any assistance from anyone else in drafting the letter? 
Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did you assist Mr. Middleton in drafting the letter? 

Answer. I assisted in tsrping it. 

Question. You typed the letter? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. You didn’t assist him in writing the letter? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In Exhibit 17, Mr. Middleton refers to a trip to Singapore. When did 
Mr. Middleton travel to Singapore? 

Answer. Can I guess? 

Mr. Luskin. Do the best you can. 

The Witness. I am assuming on the letter here, on what I have seen right now, 
that was probably one of the stops on his travel in August was to Singapore. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. So when I asked you previously about the August 1996 trip 

Answer. Right. 

Question. From the documents that you have seen before you as exhibits, you 
have concluded that Singapore was probably one of his stops; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, that’s correct. 

Question. Mark Middleton also mentions Oei Hong Leong. Do you know who that 
is? 

Answer. Oei Hong Leong, yes. 

Question. How do you know him? 

Answer. He is a business contact of Mark’s in Singapore. He is related to the 
Widjaja family in some way. 

Question. Okay. How is he related to the Widjaja family? 

Answer. I thii^ he is a brother. Their businesses are all separate. 

Question. Is Mr. Leong a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In Exhibit 17, Mr. Middleton states that Mr. C.P. Chan is a primary 
source for the questions posed to Mr. Middleton. Who is C.P. Chan? 

Answer. I do not know. I had not heard his name until this letter. 

Question. Did you ever speak to C.P. Chan after the letter was written? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. C.P. Chan ever come to the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about what C.P. Chan does or anything else 
about him? 

Answer. No, only that I believe he is a consultant. 

Question. Okay. Do you know where? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if Mr. C.P. Chan goes by any other names? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Chao-Ping Chan or Chao-Ping Chin? 

Answer. No. Again, this Chan, that’s the only Chan I know. I don’t know whether 
those initials stand for the same thing or not. 

Question. Okay. 

Mr. Luskin. Off the record. 

[Off-the-record discussion.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Let’s go back on the record. 

Who is Mr. Leong the brother of? 

Answer. Sukma and Tegugh Wi(haja. 

Question. Do you know who Liu Tai-ying is? 

Answer. Again, it is a name I only b^me familiar with in the context of this 
letter. 
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Question. Did Mr. Middleton invite Mr. Lui Tai-ying to the United States for the 
purpose of meeting with President Clinton? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton take Mr. Tai-ying to a fund-raiser which was at- 
tended by the President? 

Answer. I have no knowledge of that other than press reports. 

Question. What do you know about Liai Tai- 3 dng? 

Answer. Nothing really, other than what I have read in the papers. 

Mr. Luskin. I don’t want to divert you from any line of questioning you want to 
pursue, but my understanding is that these allegations and the interaction with Dr. 
Lui are basically between April and October of 1995, which is before the witness 
had any contact with Mr. Middleton. You certainly are free to ask anything you 
want. I am just putting that out there for whatever benefit it gives you. 

Mr. Dhillon. Just so counsel is aware, one of the reasons I am asking what 
would be probably a very broad kind of question is because if the answer is what 
it was, I can more quickly go through the deposition. 

Mr. Luskin. Right. 

The Witness. I understand. 

Mr. Luskin. And please don’t understand me as interposing an objection here. 

Mr. Dhillon. I understand. That’s fine. 

examination by MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Do you know a person named Fred Li, last name L-I? 

Answer. Again, only through the allegations made. 

Question. Do you know an 3 rthing at all about Fred Li other than what you have 
read in Exhibit 17? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You never met him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. He never came to CommerceCorp’s offices, did he? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Mr. Middleton never talked about him to you? 

.^swer. No. 

Question. Did Fred Li have any business relation with CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Charlie Trie ever — or did Mr. Charlie Trie accompany Mark 
Middleton on the August trip abroad to Asia? 

Mr. Luskin. Was Uiis August of 1996? 

Mr. Dhillon. 1996. 1 am sorry. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Strike that last question. 

Do you know if Mr. Charlie Trie accompanied Mr. Mark Middleton to the August 
1995 trip to Taiwan that’s referenced in that letter? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Does CommerceCorp do any business with Formosa Plastics? 

Answer. No. 

Question. The next document is a document with control number CC-H-000157. 
It is marked as Exhibit — Deposition Exhibit 18. It is a September 6th, 1996 memo 
from Mr. Middleton to Mack McLarty regarding a meeting on September 9th, 1996. 

Exhibit 18 is before you, and I ask you to please review it. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 18 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 18? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who the “meeting participant” referred to in Exhibit 18 
is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Deposition Exhibit 19 is a receipt bill from the Hay-Adams Hotel. It 
does not have a document control number. Exhibit 19 is before you, and I ask you 
to please review it. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 19 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 19? 

Answer. Other than I have never seen it before, no. 

Question. At the top of Exhibit 19 is the name “Riady James Mr.,” and below it 
says, “C/0 H. Weymouth.” 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is that you? 

Answer. I guess. I would assume so. 

Question. The address on the document, on Exhibit 19, is 1455 Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue, Suite 560, Washington, D.C. Is that ^e address of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. Why was Mr. Riady’s bill for the Hay-Adams Hotel made to your care? 
Answer. It looks like we made a reservation for him, and they secured it with our 
card, and we paid for his room. 

Question. Okay. Do you — were you the person that did that? 

Answer. Yes, I would have been. I think he paid for it 

Mr. Luskin. Pardon? 

Mr. Dhillon. I can ask some questions. 

Mr. Luskin. Yes, why don’t you. Just clarify this. 

examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Did CommerceCorp pay for Mr. Riady’s stay at the Hay-Adams that is 
reflected in Exhibit 19? 

Answer. Yes, I believe we did. 

Question. Was that done through a credit card? 

Answer. Yes, it would have been through a credit card. 

Question. And is that a credit card issued to CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you had access to that card and that card number for the purposes 
of making such reservations? 

Answer. Yes. Yes. 

Question. Why did Mr. — why did CommerceCorp pay for Mr. Riady’s hotel stay 
at the Hay-Adams Hotel? 

Answer. He is a friend of Mark’s. I assume Mark was — I mean, I would be ventur- 
ing a guess, that they were working on something together. 

Question. Do you miow why CommerceCorp paid for Mr. Riady’s hotel? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton meet with Mr. Riady while he was staying at the 
Hay-Adams Hotel? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Is Mr. Riady, Mr. James Riady, a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, he is not a current client. 

Question. Was he ever a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. I am sorry. No, he wasn’t. 

Question. Did Meirk Middleton set up a meeting between Mr. Riady and Mr. 
McLarty around the time of Mr. Riady’s stay at the Hay-Adams Hotel as evidenced 
by Exhibit 19? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know if there was a meeting held at all Involving Mr. Middleton 

or Mr. Riady while Mr. Riady was in town 

Answer. I don’t know. It is 

Question. During 

Mr. Luskin. Wait for him to finish his question before you answer. 

The Witness. I am sorry. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Diuing the time reflected on the bill, which comprises Exhibit 19? 
Answer. I don’t know. I don’t really have much recollection of Mr. Riady being 
in town. 

Question. Did Mr. Riady attend any campaign or DNC fund-raising events during 
his visit to Washinrton, D.C. during the times reflected — in or about the times re- 
flected by the hotel bill which constitutes Exhibit 19? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton have lunch at the White House the week of Septem- 
ber 4th. 1996, with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. I don’t know. 
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Question. You didn’t attend such a Itinch, did you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. The next document is a document with control number CC-H-000522- 
523. It is marked as Deposition Exhibit 20 and is a September 16th, 1996 facsimile 
from Mark Middleton to James Riady. 

Exhibit 20 is before you, and I ask that you please review it. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 20 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 20? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. Middleton faxed this document — strike that ques- 
tion. 

Do you know why Mr. Middleton faxed Mr. Riady this document? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever work with any — on the fund-raising matters 
with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton assist Mr. Riady in organizing a July 30th, 1996 din- 
ner attended by the President? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever solicit any contributions, political contributions, 
from Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No, not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever solicit any contributions from any member of 
the Riady family? 

Answer. No, not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Riady visit the CommerceCorp offices at any time? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. When? 

Answer. Oh, goodness. Maybe — the summer of 1996. I am guessing. I honestly 
don’t recall. I only met him once briefly. 

Question. How many times did Mr. Riady visit the CommerceCorp offices? 

Answer. Just once, that I know of 
Question. Did anybody accompany Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What did Mr. Riady do when he arrived? 

Answer. He and Mr. Middleton left for dinner. 

Question. Did Mr. Riady ever call Mr. Middleton at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How often would he call? 

Answer. Off and on. Not very often, that I know of 
Question. More than once a week; less than once a week? 

Answer. I didn’t take all the phone calls, so I don’t even have a good estimate. 
Question. Once a month? 

Answer. Once every couple of weeks maybe. I am not sure honestly. 

Question. Other than the ones you took, though, just excluding that, were there 
other ones that others may have taken or calls that you answered that Mr. Riady 
was involved? 

Answer. That would have been very infrequently, you know, just now and then. 
Question. But you believe he called at other times when you didn’t answer the 
phone? 

Answer. I am assuming. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Riady ever call you? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Does Mr. Riady correspond with you, or has Mr. Riady corresponded 
with you or Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. He has never corresponded with me, and I don’t recollect any specific cor- 
re^ondence to Mr. Middleton. 

Question. Has Mr. Middleton ever arranged any meeting with any government of- 
ficials for Mr. Riady? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever arranged any meetings with government officials for Mr. 
Riady? 

Answer. No, not that I recall. 

Question. Now, do you know who Mochtar Riady is? 



341 


Answer. I believe it is James Riady’s father. 

Question. Have you ever met him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has Mr. Middleton ever arranged any meeting with any government of- 
ficials for Mochtar Riady? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever arranged any meetings with any government officials for 
Mochtar Riady? 

Answer. No. My knowledge of Mochtar Riady is only through reading biographies 
and things about James Riady, and they mention Mochtar as his mther; again, 
press reports. 

Question. Do you know who Hashim Ning is? 

Answer. Excuse me? 

Question. Hashim Ning? 

Answer. It doesn’t sound familiar. I don’t recollect, no. 

Question. So you don’t know anything about Hashim Ning? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Let me ask the question this way. Do you know anything about Hashim 
Ning? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever mention Hashim Ning to you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Arief Wiriadinata? 

Answer. May I see the name? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Yes. It is familiar, but I am not sure who it is. I may have seen it on 
documents. 

Question. Did you ever meet anybody by that name? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever talk to anybody on the phone by that name? 

Answer. Unless it — no, not that I can recall. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever talked to anybody on the phone by 
that name? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who Soraya Wiriadinata is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know anything at all about Soraya Wiriadinata? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever mention anything about Soraya Wiriadinata to 
you? 

Answer. No. I know them from the press. That’s how I knew who they are. But 
I have only read the neunes in the newspaper. It finally dawned on me. Sorry. 

Question. Okay. Do you need — are you answering the question differently? 

Answer. No. I finally remembered why the name was familiar to me. It is from 
reading the press reports 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. Where they are mentioned. 

Question. Okay. AH right. Are you familiar with the Sinar Mas Group? 

Answer. Yes, I am. 

Question. Okay. What is that? 

Answer. The Sinar Mas Groi^ is — ^they are one of oiur clients. They have four 
main businesses. We work on different issues for them. 

Question. 'They have four main businesses? 

Answer. Well, the Sinar Mas Group. It is — there are four areas that they work 
in. 

Question. And the Sinar Mas Group is a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. Are you familiar with the Widjaja family of Indonesia? 

Answer. Yes, I am. 

Question. And is there a relationship between the Widjaja family and this Sinar 
Mas Group? 

Answer. Yes, the Widjma family is the principal family that runs the company, 
that runs the Sinar Mas Group. 

Question. Next document is a document with control niunber CC-H-000515. It is 
Deposition Exhibit 21 and it is a September 18th, 1996 memo from A.P. Nilo to 
Mark Middleton. And the document has been redacted. It is Exhibit 21 is before 
you, and I ask you, please, to review it. 

Answer. Yes. 



342 


[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 21 was marked for identification.] 

E3CAMINAT10N BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 21? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a fax memo received to Mr. Mark Middleton, from the Sinar Mas 
Group. It doesn’t say. I wasn’t sure who it was from. 

Question. What are the four companies or four — ^are there four companies that 
make up the Sinar Mas Group? 

Answer. It is — the Sinar Mas Group is involved in four principal areas of busi- 
ness. They work in financial services, pulp and paper, real estate and agra business. 

Question. Is that — ^is the group composed of fom different companies that have re- 
sponsibility for each of those areas? 

Answer. Not necessarily. They have many different — well, Asia Pulp and Paper 
is a group that we work with largely and that is the pulp and paper division. 
Question. Were there any 

Answer. Whether they are direct companies, I don’t think that they are direct 
companies that correspond to the other segments. 

Question. Okay. So the other three divisions were just divisions of the Sinar Mas 
Group? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Not separate entities or separate companies? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Let’s go back to Exhibit 21. Who is A.P. Nilo? 

Answer. Mr. Nim worked with the Sinar Mas Group. 

Mr. Dhillon. Let’s go off the record for a moment, please. 

[Off-the-record discussion.] 

Mr. Dhillon. We will go back on the record, please. 

Mr. Luskin. Staying off the record for a second. 

Mr. Dhillon. Okay. 

[Off-the-record discussion.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Back on the record, please. Who is A.P. Nilo? 

Answer. Mr. Nilo is employed by the Sinar Mas Group. 

Question. And who is Adolf Rat^angi? 

Answer. I am not sure. I believe he is someone’s administrative assistant. He is 
the executive assistant to someone. I am not sure who that refers to. 

Question. Who is Bp. Eka? 

Answer. Bp. Eka. Eka Wicljaja is the father, or the oldest member of the Wi^jaja 
family who originally started the company back in the ’40s. 

Question. Have you ever met with Mr. Eka? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Where? 

Answer. I met Mr. Eka Wi^aja when he came to the United States, during the 
time of the World Bank, IMF Conference. 

Question. And when was that? 

Answer. That was in, I want to say October of 1996. 

Question. And where did you meet him? 

Answer. Well, first I met him with a van out on the street, in the hotel, down- 
stairs, I should say, and we escorted them to the White House for their tour. 
Question. And when you say “we,” who are you referring to? 

Answer. Actually, myself, we, CommerceCorp, but me individually. 

Question. And you had previously described a tour at the White House for the 
Widjaja family? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Is that the tour you are referring to when you say you escorted them 
to their tour? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. Did you meet with Mr. Eka at any time after the tour? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So that was the only time you met with him? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Was that the van escorting him to the tom? 

Answer. Yes, it was. 

Question. Who attended the tour? 
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Answer. I will try to recollect. It was Mr. Eka Widjaja, his wife, I believe, Mr. 
NUo, one of the Widjaja sons, I think it was — I am not sure which son, and his wife, 
but it was another son and his wife. I think it was Indra, Indra Widjaja. 

Question. Did anyone of the Widjaja family ask Mr. Middleton to arrange for 
lunch at the White House? 

Answer. Yes, I believe they did have a lunch at the White House. 

Question. Did you make the arrangements for that? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I may have. 

Question. Had you ever made arrangements before or after for anyone to have 
lunch at the White House with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. We made the arrangements for the Widjaja family, and the parD' with 
Mr. John McAlister, and Mr. Zhou, that we talked about. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange for Bp. Eka to meet with the President? 

Answer. No, not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange for Bp. Eka to meet with the First Lady? 

Answer. 1 believe that that is the instance I was talking about, where I believe 
they were — ^no, wait. I don’t know, honestly. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange any meetings with other White House offi- 
cials for Bp. Eka? 

Answer. I don’t recall what their schedule was. I know they were very busy with 
the IMF Conference, and I only remember meeting them and taking them over to 
the White House and leaving them at the gate. They had different ceremonies. He 
was being honored as the emerging market CEO of the year by the World Bank, 
IMF Conference, that is why he was in Washington. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange for any meetings between Mr. Eka and any- 
one from the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who Tegugh Ganda Widj^a is? 

Answer. Te^gh Widjaja is one of the sons of Mr. Eka Widjaja. 

Question. Did you ever meet him? 

Answer. Yes, I believe. Hold on for a minute. No, I have not met Tegugh Widjaja. 

Question. Did you ever talk to him on the phone? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange any meetings for Tegugh Widjaja with any 
government official? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange any meetings for Tegugh Widjaja with any- 
one from the DNC? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Do you know who Sukmawati Widjaja is? 

Answer. Sukma is the daughter. 

Question. Did you ever meet Sukmawati Widjaja? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. When? 

Answer. I met her on several occasions. Once in Washington, once in different 
parts of the United States when we were on business. 

Question. Approximately how many times have you met her? 

Answer. Three. 

Question. And what were the piuposes of those meetings? 

Answer. Again, business related meetings. We were introducing them to potential 
U.S. companies that they could do business with, that they could form partnerships 
with. One instance helping a U.S. company that wanted to enter their market and 
they had an interest in developing that segment of their business. 

Question. When you say “we,” who are you referring to? 

Answer. CommerceCorp. 

Question. Did you ever meet with Ms. Widjaja with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever arrange meetings for Ms. Widjaja with any gov- 
ernment official? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever arrange any meetings with Ms. Widjaja with 
anyone from the DNC? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Do you know who Wenny Limantara is? 

Answer. I think that is the name of the wife of Indra Widjaja, who is the other 
son, who I believe accompanied Eka Widjaja during that conference. 

Question. Go ahead. 
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Answer. You have Mr. Eka Widjaja, you have Tegugh, Sukma, Indra, and 
Frankie, and those are the children &at now run the businesses, and I believe 
Wenny is Indra’s wife. 

Question. Okay. Is Wenny Limantara affiliated with the Sinar Mas Group? 

Answer. Only that she is married to one of Mr. Widjaja’s sons. 

Question. Has Mr. Middleton arranged any meetings for Wenny Limantara with 
any government officials? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Has Mr. Middleton arranged meetings for Wenny Limantara with any- 
one from the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know a person by the name of Oei Tjie Goan, and we are happy 
to write that out for you? 

Answer. Please. It doesn’t sound familiar. No, it doesn’t look familiar at aU. 

Question. So you don’t know anything about Oei T^ie Goan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Let me re-ask the question. Do you know anything about Oei Tjie Goan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has Mr. Middleton arranged for any meetings between A.P. Nile with 
any government official? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Has Mr. Middleton arranged for any meetings with A.P. Nile with any- 
one from the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who Gus Nilo is? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is Gus Nilo? 

Answer. They are the same person. It is the managing director, I believe, is his 
title, for Sinar Mas. 

Question. That is my next question. What is A.P. Nilo’s title with Sinar Mas? 

Answer. I believe it is managing director. 

Question. Is he a member of the Widjqja family? 

Answer. No, he is not a family member. 

Question. The next document. The document with control number CC-H-000571 
is Deposition Exhibit 22 and is a February 5, 1996, memo from Mark Middleton to 
Molly Varney. It is now before you and I ask that you please review it. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 22 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MB. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 22? 

Answer. No, and I don’t believe I was working at CommerceCorp at this time. 

Question. Do you know who Mark Jimenez is? 

Answer. Mark Jimenez was a client of CommerceCorp. 

Question. Was he a client of CommerceCorp at the time you started? 

Answer. Yes, he was. 

Question. Is he presently a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, he is not. 

Question. Do you know when he stopped being a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. I believe they had a contract. I am not sime of the date that the contract 
expired. 

Question. Do you know who Carlos Mersan is? 

Answer. No, not off the top of my head. 

Question. What do you know about Carlos Mersan? 

Answer. I am guessing. I don’t really know who he is. He is a lawyer, and he rep- 
resents someone, and maybe he is — oh, he is affiliated with President Wasmosy of 
Paraguay. I am not sure if he is a counsel to him or adviser or something like that. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of a meeting between Mark Middleton, Mr. 
Jimenez, and Mr. Mersan with Mr. Mack McLarty? 

Answer. No. May I say, I don’t know if this is important, but I am dredging up 
who this person is, and I think it is from articles I have read in the press that men- 
tion this individual’s name, but I have no direct knowledge. That is why I am very 
fuzzy on exactly what his position or title is. 

Question. You are saying “this individual,” and I have already interposed a ques- 
tion, so do you want to clarify? 

Answer. Mr. Mersan. 
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Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton arranged any meetings for Mr. Jimenez 
with any government officials? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. The next document with control CC-H-000573 is Deposition Exhibit 23 
and it is a February 6, 1996, memo from Sandy McClure for Mark Middleton to 
Yusuf Khapra and that is before you and I ask that you please review Exhibit 23. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 23 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 23? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton arranged White House tours for Carlos 
and Irene Mersan, Mark Jimenez, and Luz Gonzales? 

Answer. Again, this is before I began working at CommerceCorp, so aU I know 
is what I see here. 

Question. Let me re-ask the question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton arranged 
White House tours for Carlos and Irene Mersan, Mark Jimenez, and Luz Gonzales. 

Mr. Luskin. Do you know? 

The Witness. Personal knowledge, no. I have no personal knowledge. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you know who Luz Gonzales is? 

Answer. She is the assistant to Mark Jimenez. 

Question. Do you know if Mark Middleton solicited any campaign contributions 
finm Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton work with Mr. Jimenez on any — let me back up 
to that question. It was a poorly asked question. Did Mark Middleton sohcit any 
campaign contributions from Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Okay. Did Mark Middleton work with Mr. Jimenez on any fund-raising 
event? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton solicit any contributions from Mr. Jimenez for the 
Clinton Birthplace Foundation? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When was this soUcitation made? 

Answer. I don’t know. I know that Mr. Jimenez did contribute to the Birthplace 
Foundation, I know that Mark works with that foundation, but it is not part of my 
job and I have no specific knowledge of it. 

Question. Do you know how the contribution was solicited — A No. 

Question. I will finish the question. 

Answer. Sorry, go ahead. 

Question. Do you know how the contribution was solicited, by phone, by mail? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know what the amoimt of the contribution was? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton notify anyone at the White House of Mr. Jimenez’s 
s contribution to the Birthplace Foundation? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton notify anyone at the DNC of Mr. Jimenez’s contribu- 
tion to the Birthplace Foundation? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. The next document is a document with control number CC-H-000036. 
It is marked as Deposition Exhibit 24 and it is an August 30, 1996, letter from 
Mark Middleton to the acting district director of the Customs Service in Miami. Ex- 
hibit 24 is before you. I would ask you to please review it. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 24 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 24? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a letter from Mark to the Customs Service. 
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Question. How do you recognize it? Were you the person who typed it or did you 
assist in writing it? 

Answer. I am not sure if I typed it or if I just remember faxing it and kind of 
glancing over it as I faxed it. 

Question. What type of application did Future Tech have pending before the Cus- 
toms Service? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mr. Jimenez ask Mr. Middleton to write this letter on his behalf? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Next is the dociiment with control number CC-H-000033, is Deposition 
Exhibit 25, and is a September 18, 1996, facsimUe from Holli Weymouth to Mark 
Jimenez. I place Exhibit 25 before you and ask you to please review it. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 25 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 25? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is Exhibit 25? 

Answer. It is a fax memo to Mark Jimenez, from me. 

Question. All right. Exhibit 25 notes that, quote, we, closed quote, have spoken 
with Bob Squire’s office at the DNC. Who is “we”? 

Answer. We, meaning CommerceCorp International. Go ahead. 

Question. No, go ahead. Finish answering the question if you have more to add? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. What is Exhibit 25 talking about? What is the subject matter of Exhibit 
25? 

Answer. I believe it is in response to a request for information on firms that did 
polling. 

Question. And how often would you or Mr. Middleton be in contact with Mr. Ji- 
menez — strike that question. How often would you be in contact with Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. Gosh, I mean, I did different projects for Future Tech, from mango stud- 
ies to other things, so I often would send through project data or the research that 
I found out on me different prmects. This is just something random. I would say 
maybe once a week with his office, anyway not necessarily with Mr. Jimenez di- 
rectly. 

Question. You did speak with Mr. Jimenez directly, though, at times; is that cor- 
rect? 

Answer. Sometimes when he called for Mark and Mark wasn’t in, he would ask 
me to find him, but beyond that, no. 

Question. Did Mr. Mddleton ever arrange a White House tour for Mr. Jimenez 
and a delegation of individuals from Paraguay and the Philippines? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Was that on or about September 30, 1996, that the tour occurred? 

Answer. Yes, I believe so. 

Question. Do you know who Mr. Middleton contacted at the White House regard- 
ing that tour? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Did you make the arrangements for the tour? 

Answer. I did help out on that. 

Mr. Ballen. Are you finished with Exhibit 25? 

Mr. Dhillon. I think so. 

Mr. Ballen. Can I ask a follow-up question? 

Mr. Dhillon. Yes, you may. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. You said, Ms. Weymouth, this related to polling. What were you trying 
to find out or come clear on for this for Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. It wasn’t clear to me, either. It was just a request for information on 
groups that did polling. 

Question. For Democratic candidates. Republican candidates, both? 

Answer. Republican. 

Question. Republican? 

Answer. Republican candidates. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. With respect to the tour that you assisted Mr. Middleton in arranging 
for Mr. Jimenez and the delegation, who did you contact regarding that tour? 

Answer. I don’t recall. Probably Debi SchifF, but I don’t recall. 

Question. Do you recall what she did to help to make the arrangements? 

Answer. Just send over clearance information. 

Question. Since the time you have been to CommerceCorp to the present, has Mr. 
Middleton ever confided in you with respect to any illegal acts he may have commit- 
ted? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has he ever told you that he fears or is concerned that he might have 
committed a crime? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has he ever told you that he fears that he might have violated any rules 
or regulations with regard to fund-raising? 

Answer. No. On the contraiy. I think he is upset and hurt because he has always 
tried so hard to do everything correctly and to take care of things the best way that 
he could, and I think actually he is upset that just because he was in the wrong 
place at the wrong time that he is having to go tm-ough all this. 

Question. Have you ever heard Mr. Middleton having a conversation with another 
person where he admitted to engaging in any illegal activity? 

Answer. No, never at any time. 

Question. Have you ever heard him having a conversation with any other person 
where he admitted to violating any campaign finance laws? 

Answer. No, never. 

Question. Do you ever socialize with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who Mr. Middleton’s fnends are? 

Answer. Some of them. 

Question. Do you ever socialize with any of Mr. Middleton’s friends? 

Answer. No. 

Question. With respect to the projects that you did for Mr. Jimenez’s company, 
was that Future Tech? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton work on the same projects or different projects for 
Future Tech? 

Answer. There was some overlap but there were some things that I was specifi- 
cally asked to research out that Mark just kind of looked at what I did and okayed 
the fax and sent it through. 

Question. What was Mr. Middleton or CommerceCorp doing for Mr. Jimenez? I 
will re-ask the question. 

Answer. No problem. 

Question. Wnat was Mr. Middleton doing for Mr. Jimenez in his — ^what were his 
projects for Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. I don’t know that Mr. Middleton had independent projects. The things 
that we were working on ranged from, gosh, I think I mentioned there was a re- 
search project on Philippine mangos and there was some other stuff that had to do 
with software and development. He was looking at working with some U.S. compa- 
nies in those markets, putting them together with Mr. Jimenez. Gosh, there are a 
couple other really silly things that I am blanking on now. I can’t think of them. 
’There were a couple smaller projects like Philippine mangos that were these crazy 
things that took up lots of my time in research and never went anywhere. 

Question. Do you know who Myla Crespo is? 

Answer. Yes, 1 do. 

Question. Who is she? 

Answer. She is Mr. Jimenez’s daughter. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton arrange for Mr. Jimenez and a delegation to meet 
wi^ the First Lady in Boca Raton, Florida? 

Answer. I know that a delegation went there. I don’t know — I don’t recall how it 
was arranged or who was there. 

Question. Was that on or about — does October 1, 1996, sound like about the right 
time? 

Answer. It would have been around that time. 

Question. Do you know who Mr. Middleton contacted to arrange that meeting in 
Boca Raton, Florida? 

Answer. No, I don’t know. 
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Question. Were you involved in making any of the arrangements for the meeting 
in Boca Raton, Florida? 

Answer. 1 don’t think so. I don’t recall that. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton was the one who arranged the meeting 
I previously described, the one that occurred in Boca Raton, Florida? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who did arrange the meeting? 

Answer. No. I do remember that there was some type of dinner or something in 
Boca Raton and that there was a group going down there, but 1 don’t recall who 
established it or who made all the arrangement. 

Question. Did Mr. Jimenez and the delegation that accompanied him attend a 
fund-raising dinner in Florida at that time? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton made any arrangements for them to at- 
tend any kind of dinner? 

Answer. No, I don’t know. I think they were also here on that same IMF — ^they 
were in Washington on the IMF Conference and beyond that I don’t really know 
much of their schedule. 

Question. Do you know if anyone involved in that ^up contributed funds to the 
DNC so that individuals who are not U.S. citizens comd attend that event? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know who Mitchell Fuerst is? 

Answer. Mitchell Fuerst, I believe, is the counsel to Futiu« Tech International. 

Mr. Luskin. Can we take a short break? 

Mr. Dhillon. Sure. We will take 10 minutes. 

[Off the record 2:51 p.m. to 2:57 p.m.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Back on the record. 

Do you know Siti Hediati Hariyadi? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is she? 

Answer. She is the daughter of the President of Indonesia. 

Question. And that womd be the daughter of President Socharto of Indonesia; is 
that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is she a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are any of her companies a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I would ask that the document with control number CC-H-00060, which 
is Deposition Exhibit 26, be placed before you. It is a July 22, 1996, memo from 
HoUi Weymouth to Sheila Fennesy. Would you please review that? 

Answer. Ok^. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 26 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 26? 

.^swer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a fax from me to Sheila. 

Question. Did you write Exhibit 26? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. At the bottom of the memo— at the bottom of Exhibit 26, it mentions 
that Mark Middleton and 'Ktiek need to be at the White House for a black tie event 
with the President. 

Does Siti Hediati Hariyadi also go by the name of Titiek? 

Answer. It is Titiek, but it is spelled T-I-T-I-E-K 

Question. T-I-T-l-E-K? 

Answer. Right. 

Mr. Luskin. The “E-K” is silent. 

The Witness. It is pronounced Titiek. It took me a while, too. That is why some- 
times you see T-I-T-I. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. What event did they attend at the White House? 
Answer. I believe it was a dinner. 
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Question. And was it a fund-raising event? 

Answer. I have no idea. I don’t recall. 

Question. I will refer to her as Titiek since you understand who that is? 

Answer. That is fine. 

Question. That is Miss Hariyadi. Did Titiek attend as a guest of Mr. Middleton’s? 
Answer. Yes, she did. They are good personal fnends, and she was his guest. 
Question. Do you remember the date the event was held? 

Answer. No, not particularly. 

Question. The next document is a document with control number CC-H-000931, 
and it is Deposition Exhibit 27. It is a July 24, 1996, itinerary for Ms. Siti Hediati 
and Mark Middleton. Exhibit 27 is before you and I ask that you please review it. 
Answer. Yes. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 27 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 27? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is an itinerary for Mr. Middleton and Titiek’s travel. 

Question. Now does that refresh your recollection as to the date of the White 
House event? 

Answer. Yes, I would assume — on this memo it says they needed to be back 

Question. Back up. When you say “this memo,” you are referring to Exhibit 26? 
Answer. On Exhibit 26, it says they needed to be back in Washington to attend 
the White House event and on Exhibit 27, the date of the itinerary is Wednesday, 
July 24. 

Question. Did 'Titiek attend any DNC fund-raising events? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange for any meetings with any government of- 
ficials for 'Titiek? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange for any meetings with any government of- 
ficials for anyone representing any of Titiek’s companies? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange for any meetings at 
'Titiek? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange for any meetings at 
anyone representing Titiek’s companies? 

Answer. Not that I know of 
Question. Do you know who Irma Andaria is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard the name Irma Andaria? 

Answer. I don’t recollect. 

Question. Do you know anything about Irma Andaria? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of a business called Penta Securities? 

Answer. I believe that is one of 'Titiek’s companies. 

Question. Do you know who Rizal Satar is? 

Answer. I beheve he works for Penta. 

Question. Does Mr. Middleton have any business relationships with any other 
members of President Soharto’s family? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has Mark Middleton arranged meetings with any government officials 
for any other members of President Soharto’s family? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has Mark Middleton arranged for any meetings with the DNC for any 
other members of President Soharto’s fjEmiily? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has Mark Middleton ever solicited any campaign contributions from any 
member of President Soharto’s family? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I think you previously testified about a Mr. Zhou, Z-H-O-U. Where is 
Mr. Zhou from? 

Question. Mr. Zhou is from China. 

Question. Is Mr. Zhou a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, he is not. 


the White House for 
the White House for 
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Question. The next document is a document with control number CC-H-000087, 
and it is Deposition Exhibit 28, and it is a June 11, 1996, memo from Holli Wey- 
mouth to John McAlister. Deposition Exhibit 28 is before you, and I would request 
you please review it. 

Mr. Lusiaw. Just to correct the record. Exhibit 28 is a memo to Mark Middleton 
from Holli We 3 Tnouth referencing a conversation with John McAlister. 

Mr. Dhillon. That appears to be correct. If we can have a moment to reconcile 
our exhibits. 

The only thing that has changed from what I said, apparently, is that this exhibit 
is marked as Exhibit 29 so they will be presented to you out of order in terms of 
number. 

The Witness. Okay. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON; 

Question. So it is Exhibit 29 that is before you and I would ask that you please 
review it. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 29 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 29? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a memo to Mr. McAlister from me. 

Question. Who is John McAlister? 

Answer. John McAlister, I believe, is director of Mr. Zhou’s organization. 

Question. Does he work for Mr. Zhou? 

Answer. Yes, as I understand it. 

Question. Did you or Mark Middleton arrange for a meeting with Jude Kearney 
at the Department of Commerce for Mr. Zhou? 

Answer. Yes, we did. 

Question. What was Jude Kearney’s position at the Department of Commerce? 

.^swer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Why was Mr. Zhou meeting with Mr. Kearney? 

Answer. I don’t know, .^ain, Mr. McAlister was in charge of a broad schedule for 
Mr. Zhou while he was in Washington and he just asked for help on a couple of 
meeting. 

Question. Now, your memo notes that you are working on some additional meet- 
ings. Why did Mr. Zhou need to meet with an employee of the National Security 
Agency? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did you or Mr. Middleton ever request meetings with the National Se- 
curity Agency for anyone else? 

Mr. Luskin. If we can clear this up. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Your memo notes you are working on additional meetings with Doris 
Matsui and Sandy KnstofT, con^? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Okay. Why did Mr. Zhou need to meet with an employee of the National 
Securito Agency? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. Who is the employee of the National Security Agency? 

Mr. Luskin. That is what we are having trouble with. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you know who Doris Matsui or Sandy Kristoff are employed by? 

Answer. Yes. Doris Matsui worked, I think, in public liaison at the White House 
and Sandy Kristoff, I beUeve, was at the State Department. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. Zhou needed to meet with Sandy Kristoff? 

Answer. Again, as I explained, in relation to Doris Matsui. Th^ were just cour- 
tesy meetings. He was very interested in establishing more U.S.-China educational 
exchai^es, betterment of relationships, and I believe San^ Kristoff was in charge 
of the East Asian sector or some such position at the State Department. 

Question. Did you or Mr. Middleton ever request meetings with the National Se- 
curity Agency for anyone? 

Answer. No, not that I know of. 
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Question. The document control numbered CC-H-00086 is Deposition Exhibit 29 
and is a June 12, 1996, memo from Holli Weymouth to Mark Middleton. 

Mr. Luskin. That would be Exhibit 28. 

Mr. Dhillon. Thank you, counsel. I just caught that. I realized that. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. That is 28; we have taken them out of order. Exhibit 29 was the pre- 
vious one; that was CC-H-000087. This is CC-H-0086 and it is Exhibit 28. It is be- 
fore you and I would ask that you review it. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 28 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 28? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a list of phone messages sent to Mark by myself 

Question. You mentioned in your memo Mr. Middleton — ^you mentioned — ^let me 
start again. You mentioned in yoiu- memo to Mr. Middleton, which is Exhibit 28, 
that Linda has confirmed lunch at the mess on June 20 for five people. Who is 
Linda? 

Answer. I believe that was Linda Littlehale. 

Question. Does “the mess” refer to the White House mess? 

Answer. Yes, it does. 

Question. Do you know who was contacted at the White House to arrange this 
lunch at the White House mess? 

Answer. I believe it was Debi Schiff. 

Question. Were you the person who made that contact? 

Answer. I believe Linda and I both had conferred on this to some extent. 

Question. So you and Linda made the arrangements for the lunch? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And that is Linda Littlehale, right? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Now who attended the lunch? 

.^swer. I believe it was Mr. John McAlister, Lee Williams, who is mentioned in 
Exhibit 28, Mark Middleton, myself, Mr. Zhou, and then I think that is it. He may 
have had one of his staff people with him, I don’t recall. 

Question. When you say “he,” who are you referring to? 

Answer. Mr. McMister or Mr. Zhou, one of their other staff may have attended. 

Question. You attended the lunch? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Mr. Middleton did not attend that lunch? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. What did you discuss during that lunch? 

Answer. Gosh, it was just general pleasantries and conversation, and I think Mr. 
Williams is somehow either on the board or involved with the Fulbright College and 
there was a lot of discussion over the university and the University of Arkansas and 
different programs and cultural exchange and Mr. McAlister’s ideas for what would 
be good, as far as improving those kind of exchanges of information, and establish- 
ing relationships. 

Question. Was any CommerceCorp business discussed? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who is Graceila — do you know who Graceila Li, last name spelled L- 
I? 

Answer. No, it may have been one of the staff people. I don’t recall particularly. 

Question. IMd you arrange for any meetings between Doris Matsui and Mr. 
Zhou — ^hold on. I withdraw the question. Was Mr. Middleton attempting to get Mr. 
Zhou to become a contributor to the Fulbright Scholarship Fund? 

Answer. No. 

Question. At the bottom of the memo, which is exhibit — ^the second bullet point 
that is visible on the redacted page, you note that Ernie phoned with a favor. Who 
is Ernie? That is Exhibit 28. 

Answer. Again, these are separate bullets from separate phone calls. This would 
be Ernie Bower of the US-ASEAN Council. 

Question. Could you please spell Ernie’s name. Bower, you said? 

Answer. I believe it is B-O-W-E-R. 
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Question. The next document is a document with control number CC-H-000084. 
It is Deposition Exhibit 30 and it is a June 17, 1996, memo from Holli Weymouth 
to John McAlister. Exhibit 30 is before you and I would ask that you please review 
it. 

[Weymouth Deposition Exhibit No. 30 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 30? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a document to Mr. McAlister from me. 

Question. The document control number CC-H-000080-82 is Deposition Exhibit 31. 
It is a Jvme 17, 1996, memo from Holli Weymouth to Becky Putens in the office of 
Senator Bennett Johnston. Exhibit 31 is before you and I would ask that you please 
review it. 

[We}nnouth Deposition Exhibit No. 31 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. Do you recognize Exhibit 31? 

Answer. Yes, 1 do. 

Question. What is it? 

Answer. It is a fax to the office of Senator Bennett Johnston from me with an 
attachment of information regarding Mr. Zhou. 

Question. Okay. Exhibit 31 is three pages, correct? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. The first page is a facsimUe transmission cover sheet; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. On the first p^e, facsimile transition cover sheet, what did you mean 
when you wrote about Mr. ^ou’s proximity to the Chinese leadership? 

Answer. I believe on Page 2, which is a letter to Mickey Kantor, written by John 
McAlister. 

Question. That is Page 2 of the exhibit but Page 1 of the letter; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, on Page 1 of the letter, Mr. McAlister is introducing Mr. Zhou to 
Mick^ Kantor, and he refers to Mr. Zhou’s relationship to Madam Wu Yi, who is 
the j^^FTEC Minister of China and she is very well respected in the international 
trade community. 

Question. So I am clear, your reference, then, on Page 1 of Exhibit 31, which is 
the facsimUe transmission sheet to Mr. Zhou’s proximity to the Chinese leadership, 
was a reference to something said in the letter that is attached to the facsimile 
transmission cover sheet? 

Answer. Correct. Anyone — ^weU. 

Question. I’m sorry? 

Answer. I was going to say anyone, any U.S. company would be interested in just 
knowing who — ^if someone is close to Madam Wu Yi because she is very respected. 

Question. Now I know you started touching on Madam Wu Yi, and let me ask you 
this question. Who is Madam Wu Yi? 

Answer. She is the Minister of MFTEC, which is the Ministry of Foreign Trade 
and Economic Cooperation, of China. 

Question. Did Madam Wu Yi accompany Mr. Zhou on the trip to Washington? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you attend any of the meetings that you arranged for Mr. Zhou? 

Answer. Only ^e meeting with Doris Matsui. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton attend any of the meetings which you arranged for 
Mr. Zhou? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. And what meetings were those? 

Answer. He attended the meeting with Doris Matsui, and I don’t recaU if he at- 
tended the other two meeting or not. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton attend a party held in Mr. Zhou’s honor at the 
home of the Chinese charge d’affaires? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Do you know why Mark Middleton arranged for the meetings with U.S. 
Government officials? 

Answer. I know that he did it as a favor to Mr. McAlister. 

Question. Was CommerceCorp paid by Mr. Zhou? 

Answer. No, never. 

Question. Was CommerceCorp — was Mr. Zhou ever a client of CommerceCorp? 
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Answer. No. I haven’t talked to him since then. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange any meetings with the DNC for Mr. Zhou? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange for Mr. Zhou to attend any fund-raising 
events? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Benny Hu, spelled H-U? 

Answer. Yes, I have seen the name. 

Question. Do you know Benny Hu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know anything about Benny Hu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was Benny Hu ever a client of Mark Middleton or CommerceCorp? 
Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Have you ever heard the name Nina Wang? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is Nina Wang? 

Answer. Nina Wang is a former client of CommerceCorp. 

Question. When you arrived at CommerceCorp, was Nina Wang a client of 
CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes, she was. 

Question. When did she terminate her relationship with CommerceCorp? 

Answer. I believe it was sometime in the late summer of 1996. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange for Nina Wang to meet with Mrs. Clinton? 
Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know if Mark — strike that. Do you know if Ms. Wang did in fact 
meet with the First Lady? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever take Ms. Wang to the White House? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever arrange for any meetings with government of- 
ficials for Ms. Wang? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did she ever arrange for any meetings with the DNC for Ms. Wang? 
Answer. No, not that I know of 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever arrange for Ms. Wang to attend any DNC 
fund-raising events? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever solicit any campaign contributions from Ms. 
Wang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever solicit any contributions to the Clinton Birth- 
place Foundation for Ms. Wang? 

Answer. Ms. Wang is a contnbutor, yes. 

Question. Do you know how much? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know how Mr. Middleton made that solicitation, over the phone, 
by mail or some other way? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of a person named Joe Giroir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know who Joe Giroir is? 

Answer. He is the president of AIDC. 

Question. Have you ever met Joe Giroir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When? 

Answer. Once he came by our office to go to dinner with Mark. 

Question. Does Joe Giroir contact Mr. Middleton at CommerceCorp on a regular 
basis? 

Answer. No. I would say once a month, maybe. 

Question. You told me Joe Giroir is associated with what now? 

Answer. AIDC, Arkansas International Development Corp. 

Question. Is Arkansas International Development Corp a client of CommerceCorp? 
Answer. Yes. 

Question. What does CommerceCorp do for — ^it is called the AIDC? 

Answer. That is what I call it, I don’t know. 

Question. That is what we will call it; that is no problem. What does 
CommerceCorp do for the AIDC? 
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Answer. It’s not a project I work on. 

Question. Do you Imow who works on that project? 

Answer. Mr. Middleton. 

Question. Do you know anything about the projects that Mr. Middleton and Mr. 
Giroir work on together? 

Answer. No, I believe it is a constdting arrangement. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton and Mr. Giroir do business in Indonesia together? 
Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Has Mr. Middleton arranged any meetings with government officials for 
Mr. Giroir? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton and Joe Giroir work on any DNC fund-raising activi- 
ties? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Do you know who Mark Grobmyer is? 

Answer. I have heard the name. 

Question. Have you ever met Mr. Grobmyer? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What do you know about Mr. Grobmyer? 

Answer. Only the name and what I have read in press reports. 

Question. Is Mr. Grobmyer a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No, never. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange for meetings with government officials for 
Mark Grobmyer? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Is Mark Middleton’s brother, Larry Middleton, involved in 
CommerceCorp business in any way? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Is Mark Middleton in contact with Webster Hubbell in any way? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton assist Mr. Hubbell in getting a job with an affiliate 
of the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton discuss hiring Webster Hubbell with James Riady? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever discuss Webster Hubbell with you at all? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who Y.Y. Wong is? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is Y.Y. Wong? 

Answer. Mr. Huang is a businessman in Singapore. 

Question. Is Mr. Huang a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Is his company a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang and Mr. Middleton form a company of any kind? 

Answer. They did at one time. They formed a venture that was to look into inter- 
national projects. 

Question. Was that while you were employed at CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Wlw? 

Question. While? 

Answer. While, I’m sorry. Yes, it was. 

Question. Do you know the name of the company? 

Answer. BEM, B-E-M. 

Question. Was it a company, a venture, a partnership; do you know? 

Answer. I am not sure of what the exact corporate structure was. 

Question. Is it still in existence? 

Answer. No, it is not. 

Question. Do you know when it was formed? 

Answer. I believe it was formed before I came to CommerceCorp. 

Question. Do you know when it stopped or ceased existing? 

Answer. Well, it never did any business. It was something that they were going 
to start and they never did anything with it and I don’t know, officially, when it 
ended. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton ever arrange for any meetings with government of- 
ficials on behalf of Y.Y. Wong? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Did Mark Middleton ever arrange for any meetings with the DNC on 
behalf of Y.Y. Wong? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know someone named Ouida, 0-U-I-D-A? 

Answer. Ouida. I think she is someone’s assistant. 

Question. Have you ever met her? 

Answer. I’m sorry. I’m sorry, I don’t recall who it is. Have I ever met her, no. 
Question. TeU me everything you know about Ouida? 

Answer. Just the name. It is an unusual name. 

Question. You don’t know whose assistant she is? 

Answer. I think she might be — should I guess? 

Question. No. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Only if you have some reason to believe — if you have a basis for which 
you are going to tell us but don’t just guess. I mean, your attorney should be telling 
you this and I am sure he already has. 

Mr. LuSKm. He doesn’t need to, you are doing a much better job. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. I don’t want you to guess, either? 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Who is Nemir Kirdar; do you know? 

Answer. I know the name. I don’t know his business or exactly who he is. 

Question. Have you ever met Nemir Kirdar? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Is Nemir Kirdar a client of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What do you know about Nemir Kirdar? 

Answer. Just that, I know his name. 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange any meetings with White House officials 
for Nemir Kirdar? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mark Middleton arrange any meetings with other government offi- 
cials for Nemir Kirdar? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mark Middleton solicit any campaign contributions for Mr. Kirdar? 
Answer. No, not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Kirdar contribute any funds to the Democratic National Com- 
mittee? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Kirdar attend any fund-raising events sponsored by the Demo- 
cratic National Committee? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. Did Mr. Huang or Mark Middleton incorporate a business in the Cay- 
man Islands? 

Answer. Excuse me? 

Question. Did Mr. Huang and Mark Middleton 

Mr. Luskin. Is this Y.Y. Wong? 

Mr. Dhillon. Yes, this is back to Y.Y. Wong. I actually say “Huang" rather than 
“Wong,” but that may not get picked up on the record. 

Question. Did Mr. Y.Y. Wong and Mark Middleton incorporate a business in the 
Cajnnan Islands? 

Answer. I don’t know. Again, the only company I know of was BEM and I don’t 
know the exact details of the incorporation. 

Question. All right. I am completed with my questioning at this point. I would like 
an opportimity to confer with my counsel, my co-counsel, not my counsel, to deter- 
mine if we have any further questioning and then we will turn it over to the Minor- 
ity. We can take a small break. 

Mr. Luskin. We will take a 5-minute break and you guys can caucus. 

examination by MR. DHILLON: 

Question. We are back on the record, and I have got just a few more questions. 
How many days during the course— during an average week is Mr. Middleton in 
the office? 

Answer. On an average week? Two or three. 

Question. Is he normally in the office all day? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. What are his normal hours? 

Answer. 11:00 to 7:00. 

Question. Does he normally go out for business lunches? 

Answer. Sometimes. 

Question. Does he tell you about his plans? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Does he normally go out for business dinners? 

Answer. Sometimes. 

Question. Does he teU you about those, too? 

Answer. Sometimes. 

Question. Do you know where Mr. Middleton is when he is not in the ofBce? 
Answer. Most of the time. Not all of the time. 

Question. He keeps in contact with you? 

Answer. He does Keep in contact, yes. 

Question. And advises you where he is? 

Answer. Yes, most of uie time. We at least know where to fax things if we don’t 
hear from him. 

Question. If Mr. Middleton is not out of the country, he is in Washington, D.C., 
how many days would he be in the office during those periods of time? 

Answer. Oh, then he would be in the office every day. 

Question. So when you said he was in the office several days a week, what was 
that? 

Answer. I am not sure. 

Question. Pardon me? 

Answer. Go ahead. 

Mr. Luskin. Let him finish. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHILLON: 

Question. When is he in the office several days a week? 

Answer. I was using an average representative amount of time when he is travel- 
ing in the United States and when he was traveling out of the United States what 
would be his amount of time in the office. 

Question. On average? 

Answer. On average. 

Question. Does Mark Middleton also have a home in Little Rock, Arkansas? 
Answer. His parents still live there. 

Question. Does he have a separate home there? 

Answer. No. He has an office there. 

Question. Does Mr. Middleton travel to Little Rock frequently? 

Answer. Lately he has been spending a lot more time with his family, yes. 
Question. Before recently, how often would he travel to Little Rock? 

Answer. Off and on. His girlfiiend is there as well. 

Question. What is the office in Little Rock for? 

Answer. It’s to — ^it’s an office that receives faxes, where there is a phone, where 
he can make calls, a place where we can contact him. 

Question. Is there any staff in the Little Rock office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Is it a sepstrate company, the office in Little Rock? 

Answer. No. 

Question. It is part of CommerceCorp? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Are there any records kept in the office in Little Rock? 

Answer. No. AU the records are kept in our office. 

Question. What about faxes that are received there, how are those handled? 
Answer. I don’t know. I am not there. 

Question. What is the address for the office in Little Rock? 

Answer. I don’t know that off the top of my head. 

Mr. Dhillon. Mr. Ballen, you are the designated Minority counsel for the commit- 
tee. Do you have any questions of this witness? 

Mr. Ballen. I do. 

Mr. Dhillon. Please proceed. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. First of all, I want to thank you veiy much for coming here. You have 
testified now for 5 hours. I know it can’t be an easy experience, and I want to thank 
you on behalf of this committee for coming here and submitting to very wide-rang- 
ing questions of the Majority. 
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I will be about 5 minutes. I will try to be brief so you can go about yo\ir normal 
activities, which I am sure you are anxious to do. 

First of all, you were asked a number of questions about special tours at the 
White House. I assume when you talked about special tours, you are talking about 
the tours that the Congressmen routinely set up, and then many people, they might 
have 10, 12, 15 a day special tours? In fact, there is nothing very special about spe- 
cial tours at the White House; is that right? 

Answer. Right. As I understand, there are several kinds that are normally sched- 
uled. 

Question. And Congressmen routinely and Senators routinely set them up; is that 
right? 

Answer. Right. Exactly. 

Question. Now, have you been asked by any other official investigative body to 
testify or provide evidence in any of the fiind-raising activities under investigation 
by this committee? 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Have you been asked to provide documents or interviews to the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee, specifically the Department of Justice or the inde- 
pendent counsel? 

Answer. I — ^yes. I believe there is a series of documents that we turned over to 
the Senate committee as well. 

Question. Have you been requested to provide any documents or to be interviewed 
or deposed in the ^ture by any governmental investigative body? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Let me just clarify, you provided the — CommerceCorp has provided doc- 
uments to the Senate? 

Answer. Yeah. We spent a lot of time going through every single thing that we 
had in the office to turn over documents. 

Question. How much time have you spent providing documents to this committee 
and the Senate also? 

Answer. I would guess that initially we spent at least 3-1/2 full days going 
through all of my research documents, files, piles on the floor, binders, things of 
that sort, and telephone bills, you know, all those copies of everything. 

Question. You say initially. Since then, how much time have you spent? Three and 
a half days, and then on top of that how much time have you spent? 

Answer. Since then, it has just been ongoing. I keep a little stack of like phone 
bills and things that come in that had been initially requested and make copies of 
things that I remember being requested so that if anything came up, we would have 
it. 

Question. And how much of a burden to the business, the CommerceCorp, have 
been the requests that you have received both finm the House and from the Senate? 

Answer. Well, again, initially we didn’t do anything but produce documents for 
many days; and, of course, ongoing. It is just — I think it just — ^keeping — I mean, 
keeping it on your mind. It is not easy to work on other business when you are con- 
stantly interrupted with, oh, yes, here is another situation to deal with. 

Question. Have you and your employer incurred expenses in connection with re- 
sponding to the demands from this committee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you have any idea of the expenses you have incurred? 

Ajiswer. Including attorneys’ fees and things of that sort, gosh, I would say at 
least by now — do you want an actual figure? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I mean, we are way into the tens of thousands of dollars. And if you want 
to include lost time and other things, it is much more than that, which is my profit- 
sharing plan, too, thank you very much. 

Question. When you say much more than that, can you give us a sense of how 
much it is? 

Answer. I would say so far it is probably, not including my time that is not spent 
on projects, but just including answering questions and legal fees and things, it is 
at least nearing $90,000, $100,000. It is a lot. 

Question. This is a small business? 

Answer. A very small business. It is a lot. 

Question. So this has been a substantial burden on the business? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Has the committee offered to reimburse you for these expenses? 

Answer. No, not that I have heard of. 
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Question. All right. Will you seek — do you intend — ^you and yoiu- counsel intend 
to seek reimbursement from this committee for the expenses related to this inves- 
tigation? 

Answer. I don’t know. I mean, it is a point of concern when you are a small com- 
pany. 

Question. Right. You are talking about $100,000, a very small business. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You and Mr. Middleton are the 

Answer. And my ability to stay there and employed depends on whether or not 
we stay afloat. 

Question. This investigation has put you in jeopardy perhaps, because — I don’t 
want to put words in yoiu* mouth. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. But maybe that’s what you just said in essence? 

Answer. Well, it has made it difficult. I think we have both had to sacrifice a lot. 

Mr. Ballen. I have nothing further. Thank you for coming in. 

The Witness. Thank you. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. DHIIXON; 

Question. Just a couple of questions. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Mr. Ballen started off asking you questions about the tours, and he lik- 
en^ the tours to those given by Congressmen and Senators. Mr. Middleton is not 
a Congressman or a Senator, is he? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. And how much money did CommerceCorp make in 1997 — or 
1996? 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t have the exact figures. 

Question. Do you have — can you roimd it up or give me a round number 

^swer. No. 

Question. And the amoiuit of monev or profit CommerceCorp made in 1996? 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t think the end-of-the-year papers are completed yet. 

Question. How about the middle of the year 1996? 

Answer. Again, income versus expenses, that is not a number that I would have. 
The accountant would be working on those questions. 

Mr. Dhillon. No further questions. 

Do you have any further questions, Mr. Ballen? 

Mr. Ballen. No. 

Mr. Dhillon. Ms. Weymouth, thank you for coming in for this deposition. We ap- 
preciate your time. 

The Witness. Thank you. 

Mr. Dhillon. And the deposition is concluded. 

[Whereupon, at 3:45 p.m., the deposition concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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Co>C’CERa^ORP iNTBRNA^TlOKAi, 
Pe^'vsYtVA^‘lA /Lvca*t 
Stniz sdO 

WaSHIN'CTOK. O.C 20004 
Tn. iaoa> tDT-vooa 
Fax 4aoa> v3t-«3i« 


memorandum 

TO: Bob Nash 

FROM: Mark Middleton 

RE: Arthur Oavis 

DATE: 10/4/96 


It was very nice seeing you last week. Thank you for taking a few minutes /torn your hectic 
schedule to discuss our friend, Arthur l^vis. 

As I mentioned to you in our discusstort. Arthur has been a true friend to the Administration and 
is deserving of very serious consideration for an Ambassadorial appointment His professional 
accomplishments, public service and krtowledge of international a^airs uniquely qualiHes him to 
serve the President. 

I appreciate your agreeing to a personal meeting and will call Ruth to make the necessary 
arrangements. 

You are a good friend and 1 look forward to seeing you. 


Exhibit 1 

-V)K*jV OaAV 


CC-H-OOOS4S 
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September 9, 1996 


Mr. G. Michael Brown 
President & CEO 
Foxwoods Resort Casino 
P.O. Box 4 10. Rt.2 
Ledyard, CT 06339 

Dear Mickey. 

ft was nice to speak to you again by telephone late last week. I enjoyed our discussion. 

I am in receipt of your impressive bio and vnU personally deliver it to Bob Mash sometime next 
week. As I mentiooed, and I have a standing fo'endsbip and he appreciates mt 
bringing quality people to his atteotioa I would like to make a personal int^ucoon 
schedules permit ' 

On the business front, 1 am very interested in learning more about your operation and possibly 
finding some ways to work together on the international front As you are aware, there are some 
golden opportunities popping up around the globe and (J.S. companies are the preferred players. 

I am trying to work my schedule out in order to visit you prior to your trip to Luxembourg. 
Hopefilily. 1*1! know something soon. 

Again, I enjoyed ew visit and I look forward to meetiog you in person 
Personally, 


Mark E. Middleton 


Exhibit 2 

^ 1 . : 


CC-H-000502 
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CoMMBKrCaRP IwTEgMAT inMAi 
i«aa PeNHsn.vAjnA Avonis 
SUTTB sao 

Waskxncton. D.C sooo« 

Tax. (aoal TOf-aao* 

Rut: (aoal toT'aoia 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

TO: Mut Middleton [HOLD FOR GUEST ARRIVAL) 

FROM: Horn Weymouth 

DATE: July!, 1996 

FAX: 011-6221-390-6426 


Happy Landings! I 


Exhibit 3 


CC-H-000067 
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Mark: 

• I spoke with Gary Barron (30S/374-4I43) and conveyed that you had been working on the 
WH dinner but did not yet have any committments but that you would continue to work to 
raise money. He is appreciative of your help and feels that the dinner will have a spectacular 
turn out. But he still has 10 vacant seats. He spoke w/Dwayne Andreas (sp?) for about IS 
minutes yesterday, also spoke with Arkman Rowe (sp?) who suggested that you were still the 
best person to speak with regarding invitees. Any suggestions for names you may have would 
still be appreciated. Needs to get names and addresses to Anne Stock ASAP. Will be in 
Chicago on Monday. Left beeper d I•800-708•I04S ifwe have any ideas, (dinner July 12 
@7:30 pm) 

• Nina is in Brazil at the Maksoug Plaza Hotel Room IS06. Telephone ■ (SSI I) 2S3-44I I Fax 
-(5Sll)2S3-4544 

• Faxes sent to Gus, Titi, Sukma, Karim, Neil, Nina, Munk. Left msg for John Huang, 
Spielvogel, Sullivan. 


redacted 


Exhibit 3 


CC-H-000068 
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CoMMCRCECoIV bOBlNATIONAL 

PCNNSYLVAJiU AV-ZMt*C 
Sum sao 

Washington DC. 2 ooo« 

Tcl lao** tsT-oaoe 
Fax (ana> T3r.*ai« 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO: 

Nancy Hemreich 

FROM: 

Mark Middleton & Hotli Weymouth 

DATE: 

August 19, 1996 

FAX: 

456^703 


De«f Nsncy: 

Walter wanted to make sure that you saw this and that it made its way to the approphate 
hands. Please let us know if you need anything further. 

Thank you for your help. 

Best regards. 


CC-H-000046 
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Waxtes H. Skcbzkstkxx 
S 99 CAXtrottOA. Sncsr 

FjLA^tf SCO. Cjuaomsnjk »4i04 


TtaScouKvai 


August 14, 1996 


Dear Mr. Pnadem and Mn. Clistmt, 


I am writing to request the pleasure of your company at a leeepiion 
I am hosting on behalf of the Oemoeritie National Committee on the 
evening of Wednesday, August 2t fitun 5:30-7:30 at Calb Biauar in 
Chicago. 

The receprion is being held to recognize tbe DNC's Tnisteea and 
top supporters. It would be a great honor to have you with us fbr this 
special occasloa 

1 will be in touch with your office to provide further details. 


Sincerely, 

Walter R Shorensieia 


ThePresidaC 
andMis.Clinion 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500-2000 


Exhibit 4 


CC-H-000047 
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Walter 11 bKORZMSTsof 

ftM GOJTOJMnA. SnOKT 
&ur FA«j*oaco. Cautomia mioa 


Ti 


CjtwaNA* or TWO 
a SaoBBiam Cokfajot 


Augvist 14, 1996 


Dear Mr. Vice President and Mn. Gore, 


I am writing to request the pleasure of your company at a reception 
I am hosting on behalf of the Denocratie National Committfe on the . 
evening of Wednesday, August It tom 5 J0-7;30 as Cafe Biauer in 
Chicago. 

The reception is being held to recognize the DNC’s Tnistces and 
top supporters. It would be a great honor to have you with us for this 
special occasi on . 

I will be in touch with your office to provide flather details. 


Sincerely, 

Walter H. Shorenstein 


The Vioa nesidcat 
and Mrs. Gore 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20300-2000 


Exhibit 4 


CC-H-00C1048 



366 


MM: 


REDACTED 


• Rick Watkins of WtnsUMi Bryant's office (501/376>t6t3) wants to know if you wiQ serve as 
host ofthecoofiBCtee for an eveath^ are throwing Oft July 30 -SPM^TPM in Wash. Pryor 
and Bumpers are hosting and Cfiffion is special guest Need to raise 10,000 to host • event is 
a 2«ticred event w/phoco opportunity and receptioo line. Please eaU at S01/6S44719 or call 
campaign offices at S01/223O44S direct or $01/3764613 and ask for Dinah Dale. 


CC-H-000063 


Exhibit 5 



367 


InTERK^TIOKAI. 

14AA PDWSrLVAJrtA iS.VENVt 

Suite soo 

WXsmMCTON. O.C 2CXXX 

Tei.:<30a) 73T-«30« 

Fajc (aoai 73 t-«310 

September 9. 1996 

BY FACSIMILE 

Benny T. Hu 
President 

China Development Corporation 
15* Floor, CDC Tower 
125 Nanking East Road, Sec. 5 
Taipei 10572 Taiwan, R.O.C. 

Dear Benny, 

[ hope (hat you enjoyed your trip to Atlanta. I was down there a few days prior to your arrival 
and had a wondertlii time. 

It has been very hectic here since the campaign has heated up. Fortunately, the President appears 
to have a solid lead which should carry over until November. 

There are a number of business matters that we need to discuss soon. [ would like to come over 
and see you in the next month or so but, obviously, my responsibilities here make the timing of a 
trip uncertain. 

ri) be traveling with Vernon Jordon next week and will certainly mention you and our 
friendship. If there arc any specific items that you would like covered, please let me know. 

I hope you and your family are doing well. You have a standing invitation to bnng them to 
Washiagtoo. DC at any time. I hope to hear from you soon. 

Very truly, 

'TTZ^aJl. 

Mark E. Middleton 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO; 

Marit Middleton 

FROM: 

HoUi Weymouth 

DATE: 

June 11. 1996 


REDACTED 


• Still working on info for the 26** w/Luz. Arthur Devis is planning to be in Washington 
on the 27^ for a meeting at 4:00 pm before going on to NY. He would like to know if 
you are available for lunch or coflTee earlier in the day. He will let us know re the WH 
coffee. Anne Braal says they are going to augment the group w/a cap set at ten. 
Coffee tvill be in the WH map room in the aAenK>on. Is a definite to take place 


'REDACTED 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO; Mark Middleton 

FROM: HoUi Weymouth 

DATE; April 18, 1996 

FAX: 01 1-6221-390-6426 [Room 2413J 


The following reservation has been made for you. You will need to contact Singapore Air 
and pick up the new tickets in LA: 


redacted 


John Sudarma called He is friends with the Riady's You met him with John Wong - 
Commerce Depanmem Needs a WH tour for his family I sent a fax to Susan 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO. Mark Middleton 

FROM: Holli Weymouth 

DATE: April 23, 1996 

FAX: 011-8610-513-4248 Room 1001 


Yes, we can get the Business Times on the Internet - through Berkeley. 

Susan Levine has set a tour for John Sudarma and family for May 4. She wanted me to let 
you know that the DNC gala was May 8. 

redacted 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

TO: Mtrk Middleton (Guctt: Grmod Byntt Jnluiti] 

FROM: HoUi Weymouth 

DATE: August S, 1996 

FAX 01M221-390-6426 


Riu Lewis • (w) 202n7S-7105; (h)l 
Crtig Smith .(re-elect) 202/331.1996; (direct) 496.5061, (h) \ 
Yusuf . (w) 219-6141; (h) 

Mitchell Fuerst • (w) 305/477-6406 x32S. (h) I 
REDACTED 


Cell us you get t chtnee 

REDACTED Robyn Buzby called ftbout i WH 

tour. 

Hope you had a great weekend!!!!!!!! 
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The Americas Group 


VIA FACSIMILE 
TO; Mark Middleton 

FROM: Howard GUcken 

DATE: April 22, 1996 


Mack baa been working on arranging a meeting between President Menem and Preriditat 
Clinton when tbe President is in Miami on April 29tb for a Gala Dinner Pm co-cbairing 
Tbere is an issue out there that it may not be good fonn for tbe President to single out one 
President from tbe region and meet President Menem on an official basil 

What 1 have been able to arrange, and have not informed Mack yet, it to host a rm 
Dinner to honor President Menem in Miami on April 28tlt. Therefore, sioce he will be in 
Miami on personal business (other business) it should be easier for us to arrange a thirty 
minute get-together. Pve coordinated the Argentinean part through Ambastador Cheek and 
Alberto KohiUL I could use some help from our side in making this bafpea 

I would expect to invite about twenty CEO’s to tbe Dinner. We, obviously would control 
the list. It would present a good opportunity to put tome of our friends and prospects into 
the Dinner. 

I’m reaching out to Mack today. Would s^predate your thoughts or comments. Good luck 
on your tripl 
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TELEPHONE MESSAGES 
DATE: 


timename 

TELEPHONE NO 

REMARKS ■ ACTIO’ ■ 





iK. K.ri 

r — ^ 

V* 0 j 


j 

i 



1 

lIMKNAME 

I tLtFHC )Nb NO 

REMARKS 1 ACTION 


rEDACTED 


TIME. NAME I TELEPHONE NO I REMARKS I ACTION 


REDACTED 

TIME NAME I TELEPHONE NO T REMARKS I ACTION 

redacted 


TIMENAME 

R£DA< 

7T1 PPWHNiP Xirv 

rrED 

1 1 1 1 1 

c 

c 

i 

c 

ACTION 

TIMENAME 

-TELEPHONE NO 


ACTION 



"Talked -4-to 



Af. J tUf — 0 




^ a 





TIMENAME 



KTn^wal 

RED 

1 1 

ACTED 

! 1 

, 1 1 
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COKMBKSCoaP twnsKkTIOKAL 
Ijss Pcmmsylvanih Aveml-c 
Suite uo 

WaSKINCTOM. D.C 3O0OA 
Tel: i2o» ruT-93oa 
Fax: >203t nr-«3io 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

TO: The office of Mr. Htjhim S. Djojohadikueumo 

FROM: HolU Weymouth, Director 

DATE: September 12, 1996 

FAX; 01M221-23I-2394 


Atuched ii a copy of a letter sent to Mr. Djojohadilauumo from Mark Middleton on 
August 29. Could you please confiim receipt ofthe attached by retuni fax? 

Thank you. 
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COKKQCCCOBP iKTIBNiLTtONAL 
jjjw PesMsvLVANt* Av'Eyf t 
Sl. lTE 300 

V\ashisc;ton'. DC aoooa 
Tel. S03I rir-oaos 
Fax: '2021 737-9310 


BY FACSIMILE 
August 29, 1996 

Mr. Hashim S. Ojojohadikusumo 
President Chief Executive Officer 
Cibinong Cement Co , Ltd. 

BRl II Building 26“ Floor. Kav 44-W 
J[ Jend. Sudirman 

Jakana 10210 P O Box 1 197, 'Jkt - Indonesia 
Dear Hashim, 

It was very nice seeing you in Jakarta recently and subsequently talking to you by telephone. I 
wish that I had been in Washington during your latest visit but was happy to hear that you had 
productive meetings. 

My friends at the Export-Import Bank were very impressed by your operation and professional 
management I had previously informed the senior directors of the b^ of your excellent 
reputation and your visionary leadership and you certainly confirmed it 

Thank you for your interest in our finding some ways to work together in the days ahead. I truly 
believe that with our combined strengths and relationships we can do some extraordinary things. 
Indonesia is one of the most exciting places in the world and ! would be honored to work with 
your respected orgar^tioa 

I'm looking forward to speaking with you again very soon and to seeing you dunng my visit in 
late September. 

Thank you for your fnendship. 

Personally, 

rv\a*^c_ 


Mark E. Middleton 


CC-H-000035 


Exhibit U 



377 




TAznouZ 


To; Mr. Mirk E Mddleton 

Commerce Cofportetoo lAtenurionei 

U. S.A. 

From. Mr YAU Lop Pooo 

Editor<m<<rhieC Ytihou Zhoukta 
Hong Kong 

Dau July 31. 1996 


Dear Mr. Middleton; 

I am wming on hehalf of Yizhou Zhoukan, a newiweddy published in Hong Kong and 
the only international Chineae-language news magazine. We are preparing an article on 
your actividea in the past two years in Taiwan. X would appreciate it if you could answer 
the following questions by fkcsimUe to (852)2SOS>9672 before August 6. 1996 

1) We understantd that you were President CUnton'a &tndraising director in the South 
during the 1 992 campaign and are currently a member of the executive board of the 
Finance Committee of the Clinton/Gore Campaignfhereafter called the Campaign). Can 
you confirm these titlti? Have you served the Campaign in other capacities? Who? 

2) On June 28, 199S. your photo aj^earcd on the San Francisco Chronicle u a member 
of President CUntoa's re-electioa team. What wu your official position at the Campaign 
as that time? 

3) When did you begin serving u a executive board member of finance committee of the 
Campaign?. 

4) We learned fioo our sources that you had visited Taiwan at least three times over the 
past two yean • early April 1995, from the end of July to tbe beginning of August 1995 
and April 1996. Were you a executive board member of ibe finance comminee of the 
Campaign during those three visits to Taiwan? Was any member of the Campaign or the 
White House aware of your trips to Taiwan? 
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5) Our sources in Tsiwtn told us thst during yourvisit to Tiiwsn in April 1995, you 
hsnded out the White House nsme cerds thst retd "Mark £. Middleton, Specisl Assistant 
to the Presidnet snd Deputy to the Counselor* to some of the people you met there. 

When did you leave the White Houk employment? 1$ it correct that your last day at the 
White House was February 17, 1995? If ymj had left the White House before April 199$. 
why did you still distribute the White House name cards in Taiwan? 

6) Sources in Taiwan also told us that during your visit to Taiwan in April 1995, you told 
some of the people you met there that you were insiiucted to aak Taipei to stop lobbying 
for President LEE Teng Hui's visit to the Cornell University and to raise campaign funds 
for President Clinton's re-election. Did you visit Taiwan on behalf of the White House 
and/or the Campaign? Who instructed you to act as s messenger and to solicit suppon for 
.President Clintons re-eicaion? 

7) Did you call your contact in Taipei fi*om the U.S. at the end of April 1995 to suggest a 
meeting between Mr Tai-YingLIU, Chaiiman of China Development Corporation and 
Chairman of Business Management Committee of Kuomintang(the ruling party in 
Taiwan), and President Clinton? 

8) We understand that Mr. Charlie TSUI, a Chinese-American businessman ft'oro Little 
Rock of Arkanaaa. joined you in both of ^e April and July'August 1995 trips to Taiwan, 
According to our understanding, Mr. Winston WANG, Senior Vice President of NanYa 
Plastic Corporation based in Ttiwan, went to the White House and met with President 
Clinton on June 21, 1995 through the introduction of Mr. Tsui. Were you also involved in 
facilitating Mr Wang's meeting with President Clinton? 

9) We learned that during your July-August 199S vint to Taiwan, you met with Mr. TOU 

(^u-Seng, then Director of the Department of North America Affairs at the Ministry 

of Foreign Aflhirs of the Republic of China, on July 51, 199$ at a restaurant in Taipei. 
Subsequently, you visited Mr Tai-Ytng Liu, Chairman of China Development Corporatioo 
and Chairman of Busineu Managemem Committee of Kuomimang, at Mr. Uu'i China 
Development Corporation's Taipei office on August 1, 1995. We are also told that during 
your meeting with Mr. Liu that day. Mr. Liu offered to contribute US$15 million to 
President Clinton's re-election and you were pleased to hear this proposition. Did you 
report these meetings and the conversation you had with Mr. Liu to anybody at the White 
House and/or at the Campaign afterward!? 

10) According to your knowledge, did President Clinton meet with Mr. Tai-Ymg LIU in 
private 00 or arou^ September 22, 1995 in San Fraodsco? If the meeting did take place, 
were you and/or the Campaign involved in facilitating this meeting in any w%yf 

11) Do you know of any political contribution made by Taiwan busineas or individual 
contributor! to President Clinton's re-election? 
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1 2) Do you know that H is Ulegsl for the Ctmpaign to accept any comri^on from 
foreign governments or individuals that are not American citiiens or permanent residents? 
Are you aware of President Ctinton's directives which banned his fo'^^er staff from 
lobbing for foreign governments? 

Should there be any question, please do not hesitate to contact me at my direct telephone 
number at <8S2)2S1S-S 122. Thank you. 


Sincerely. 



Editor^in-Chien ) 
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CoKKEaczCOBP Intzsnaxioiuli. 
<4SS Pcnmsylvania Avbivc 
Sl'itc 5«a 

Uasnimcton. 0.C aooo4 
TcL; :a03> 73T-03Oe 
Fax: *303> r37-»3l9 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO: 

Mr. YAU Lop Poor 


E^tor-in-Chief. Yazhou Zhoukan 

FROM: 

Holli Weymouth 


DirecttM* 

DATE: 

August 5, 1996 

FAX: 

011-852- 2505- 9662 


Dear Mr Yau; 

Thank you ^ery much for your letter dated July 3 1 to Nfr. Mark Middleton. 

Unfominately, your letter arrived just as Mr. Middleton wu leaving on travel for Asia and 
(he US As you may know. Washington is very quiet in August and many business and 
government professionals attend to overseas business and their personal vacations at this 
time. Mr. Middleton will be out of the office for most of the month of August. I win. 
however, be speaking with him regularly and will notify him of your request for 
information. I know that Mr. NCddleton would like to have the opportunity to clear up 
any questions and/or misuitderstandings you may have regarding hit activities. 

If it would be hdpfiil 1 wiD tiy to get the answers to some of the pretiminaiy factual issues 
about which you inquired. I'm sure that Kfr. Middleton will be happy to hdp clarify the 
facts surrounding personal conversations and the circumstances of any business meetings 
(hat may have occurred. If you need additional help before Mr. Middleton returns 
(approximately August 24*) please fed fireeto contact me via ftx at 202/737-9319. 

Thank you for your taking the time to allow us to address your inquiry. 

Best regards. 
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September 24. 1996 


Mr. Lop Poon Yau 

Editor-in>Chief, Yazhou Zhoukan 

151 F, Block A, Ming Pao tndustrioO Center 

IS Ko Yip Street. Chai Wan 

Hong Kong 

Dear Mr. Lop Poon Yau: 

1 apologize for being unable to join you in Singapore for a dinner meeting with our mutual 
friend. Oei Hong Leong. Mr. Oei has spoken vety fondly of you and has a great deal of respect 
for your work. 

Since I was unable to meet you in person due to my unforgiving business schedule. I wanted to 
write to you in order to introduce myself and, more importantly, to clarify a number of points 
that you raised in your earlier correspondence to me. 

As a respected journalist for an esteemed publication. 1 trust that you are interested in writing a 
fair and balanced story on the subject that you are pursuing. In order to do that, you must know 
the truth and must have access to unbiased factual information. Unfortunately, that has not been 
the case thus far. 

First, 1 am well aware that your primary source for your piece is Mr. C. P. Chan. Mr. Chan is a 
former business acquaintance who is disgruntled because of unsuccessful business pursuits. In 
fact, his motivation for distorting alleged conversations, meetings and actions stems from his 
belief that he was left out of business deals (there were none) with people that he had previously 
introduced to me. Regardless, his veracity as a source should concern a man with your 
journalistic credentials. 

While 1 do not feel it necessary to comment on the laundiy list of baseless allegations proffered 
in previous correspondence, ( would respectfully like to make a general statement that you 
should find useful. 


Exhibit 17 


CC-H-000543 


382 


Page two 


Following my employment in The White House. I became a private businessman engaged in the 
business of assisting U.S. companies in entering new markets, primarily in Asia. I am not 
rormally or informally employed by the U.S. Government and have not represented myself as a 
government ofTicial since the day 1 left The White House. 1 do not report to anyone in the U.S. 
Government or to any person associated with the Clinton-Core campaign. 

All of my activities in the country of Taiwan have been conducted for the interest of my private 
business exclusively. Toward that end, my association with Dr. Tai-Ying Liu has been in his 
capacity as the Chairman of China Development Corporation. While we obviously have a 
mutual interest in government affairs and desire a strong relationship between Taiwan and the'^ 
United States, our relationship is business oriented. 

By far the most serious question raised in your letter to me (which is presumably the central' 
basis for your story) concerns the allegation of foreign financial support for the Clinton-Oore 
campaign. For the record, 1 have never asked for or received arty money from a foreign 
individual or government for ^ political campaign. As a reputable journalist. you can verify 
this point by checking with the Federal Election Commission. As you know; every political 
contribution is reported to this body. 

f am equally concerned by the tone of several questions which allude to the fact that I would 
work for any foreign governmental entity. Let me be clear, 1 do not now nor have I ever worked 
for any foreign government. While I am legally permitted to work as a foreign agent, I do not! 
Any claim of such is completely baseless and totally unfounded. I trust that you will treat it as 
such. 

Sir, / am sure (hat as a respected editor you value your reputation and your personal integrity; I 
do as well. Given my strong feelings about this, I respectfully request that you verify your story 
with credible sources before making such serious accusations. Given your professionalism. I’m 
sure that you will do so. 

Again, f apologize for being unable to be with you this past weekend but I look forward to our 
meeting in person soon. 

Sincerely, 


Mark E. Middleton 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

Mack McLaity 

FROM: 

Mark Middleton 

RE: 

Monday Meeting 

DATE: 

9, '6/96 


Many thanks to you (at your expeditious assistance. It is appreciated and remembered. 

The meeting participant is cunently staying at the Four Seasons Hotel in New York (212-758- 
5700), he can be reached at that number until Saturday morning. His Washington DC 
reservation is at the Hay Adams Hotel (202-638-ddOO) where he is expected to amVe on 
Sanirday evening. 

If I can be helpful in facilitating the Monday meeting, I stand ready to be of assistance. Again, I 
appreciate your help. 
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RIfiDY, MR. 

C/0 H. WEYMOUTH 
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WASHINGTON, OC 
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# 
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1. 00 

£8 

■? /09/96 

TELEPHONE-L’ D I ST / 504/9093503003/ 1 / 4 

1 3 : 06 / £ 1 32836666 

8. 17 

£9 

9/09/96 

MINI BAR/504/4d30£/l/4 

9. 0b 

30 

9/09/96 

TELEPHQNE-LOCAL/504/9093507005/1/4 
13J09/479S1 IS 

1.00 

31 

9/09/96 

TELEPHONG-LOCAL/504/909351 1006/ 1 /4 

13: 14/4885079 

CONTINUE. . . 

1. 00 


<>.'11 tiwipaBi >*»**' 

» 

■ IJI\ SWf 2>» Code 


9/0e/9& 

9/09/9fc 

Depmiir j 

>io«nPw> 395.00 
tale 


I eipec <hi« mv luhilMy Jw <h«» bill a nw waived ani ante* 

to he held penonaliv liable m (he cveni that the indicated 
pentw. cumpanv m auncianon ^ib (o pov Ice anv |>art or 
(he full amount there chaf«et 'uciuturv 
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16thMdHStraeU.N.W..OneU&yctieS4uire.WMhii)Cton.O.C.20006* Tekfhaoe202<63Me00 Faz:202^271$ Toll Prae 800424-5054 



RIftDY, JAMES MR. 


3/08/96 

C/0 H. WEYMOUTH 

ViMt 

9/09/96 

1455 PENN. AWE.» 3TE. 560 

Oepanme 

1 

WASHINGTON, DC 

^ mPaiyy 

395. 00 

£0004 

tMC 




502032 

504 

Vet. No. 

HOMd) 

t 

Date 

> OeKTipUea 

32 

9/09/96 

TELEPHONE -L * D I ST / 504/909 35 1 8003 / 1 / 4 
13: 19/3104456825 

34 

9/09/96 

TELEPHONE-LOCAL/S04/9092520001/1/4 

13:22/8637187 

35 

9/09/96 

TELEPHONE-LQCAL/504/9093522001/1/4 

13:23/2258220 

36 

9/09/96 

TELEPHONE-L’ 01 ST/504/909 3525002/ 1/4 
I3;v- *3/2132836666 

37 

9/09/96 

TElEPHuNE-L' DIST/504/9093532007/1 /4 
13:26/8182894499 

38 

9/09/96 

TELEPhONE-L’ D lST/504/9093542005/1/4 

1 3 ; 35/800 7423333 

59 

9/09/96 

TELEPHQNE-L' D I ST /504/909 3565006/ 1 /4 
13:^7/8002258900 

40 

9/09/96 

TELEPHONE-L’ DIST/504/9093568001/1/4 
13:54/2132836666 

41 

9/09/96 

TELEPHONE -L ’ 0 1 ST / 504/9093570002 / 1 / 4 

1 3 : 56 /d002258900 


Anowa 

a . 17 
1. 001 
1 . 00 
7. 44 
t 1. 10 
1 . 00 
1. 00 
6 ^. 70 
1 . 00 


CONTINUE. . . 


i)kO Oimpam Stmt 

» 

CM\ auie 29 Code 


I afm that my liabtlitv for (hn bill u noc waived and a«t«« 
(u be held penonallv liable m the event that the irviieared 
perMn. company or auociarion faiU (<• pav Itv anv part 
the full amount of theie charset. 
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COMMERCECORP INTERNATIONAL 
MSS PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE 
SUlTESiO . 

WASHINGTON. DC 20004 
TEL: (202) 7J7-9305 
FAX: (202)737-9319 

TELECOPIER TRANSMITTAL 


Ploje deliver the following itiaieiul u icon u possible. 



Please call (202) 737-9300 if there is »ay problem with this tnoimitlal 


CC-H4)00S22 
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CLINTON 

GORE^ 

President Cllntan: 

An Unprecedented Record Fighting Crime 
An Unprecedented Endorsement From Our Sation *s Police Officers 
Stptemb^ 16, 1996 

Eirlier todAy. the Nationil Facecntl Orda of Police (NFOP). the nation's largest police association, 
endorsed F^sidenl Clinton. President Clinton will accept this endorsement later today in 
Cinncinaai, Ohio. This marks the first time the NFOP has endorsed a Democratic candidate. 

Throughout his Admirustration, President Clinton has stood up for America's police oflicen ‘^even 
when it meant taking on (he poweriUl gun lobby. Thanks to the President’s COPS program, Brady 
Bit! and Assault Weapons Ban. our streets -- and the cops that patrol then •• are safer. 

Adding IttO.OM Police Officers 

100,000 Ceps For Oar Streets, The Community Oriented Policing (COPS)prDgrani, part of the 
President’s Crime Bill, is adding 100.000 police ofRcen to our streets - 44,C>0(5 officers have already 
been funded. 

Fi^htinf To Fmur^ That PoH ce Offieen Are Better Armed T han Criminals 

The Brady Bill. President Clinton signed the Brady Bill, which iitsututes a 5-day waiting period 
for handgun purchases, during which criminal records checks are perfonned. 

• Gun shop owners have turned away over 60.000 felons, fugitives and other criminah. 

Assault Wcapoos Banned. The President's Crime Bill bans 19 of the deadliest assault weapons. 

• Because these banned assault we^ns art capable of firing dozens of rounds without 
reloading, they are the weapon of choice of drug dealers and gang members. 

• Accounting for only 1 percent of all privaiely-owned ftrearros. assault weapons were used 
in the deaths of over one-third of all police officers killed by guns in the (une-months prior 
to the Assault Weapons Ban's passage. 

'^Cop-killer*' Balkta. The President has urged Congress to ban the manufacture of deadly "cop- 
killer” bullets, which are designed to pierce bullet-proof vesta and serve no legitiroate sporting 
purpose. 

Working To Ensure That yioient Criminals Serve Their Ful l Sentences 

Tbree-Strikes-Aad-Yoa're-Oat The President's Crime Bill institutes "three-strikcs-and-you're- 
out” sentencing that puts career violent offenders behind bars for life. 

More Prison CoasCrucCfon. The President's Crime Bill includes $7.9 billion in funding for prison 
constructions to help states ensure that violent ofTenden serve their full sentences. 

PO Bor 19100 < WasHincton. O.c. 20036-9100 • voice: 202 331 1996 t tty: 202 130 2 1 20 • tai: 2CQ 496'«S«9 
Pacu »o« Sy Tm« CumYOm/COM *96 C(NIIa<. Comm«ttcc. tA< 

8 
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FAX TRANSMISSION 

redacted 


DATE 

TO 

CC 

FROM 


Scptnnbcrl8,1996 
Mr. Mwfc Middleton 

REDACTED 


I will ask Adolf to send you ttw necessary infoimaUon for the people 
attending die lunch at die White Moose. Please let me know hew many 
peisons you can accomodate for that day. 

As for _ ■ rplcase tell her diet*^^*^^^6es Ms schedule being 

prepared by Adolf who is Ms executive assislant Your role is only to arrange 
the WMIe House visit and if possible a brief meeting with the President 
and/or the first lady which will be based on opportuni^ only. 

Best personal regards^ 

REDACTED 




coNnootnai. 


CCH-000515 
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CoKKESCECcBP iHmK^TTOKAl. 

l-isa PCNS^VLVANIA AveXL'C 
SlTITZ aoo 

\^A.sMiNr:TON. O.C 2000A 
TcL. *209 737 0309 
Fax. *209 737*0310 


February S, 1996 


MEMO TO: MoUy Varney 

FROM: Mark Middleton 

RE: TUESDAY. FEBRUARY 6, 1996 MEETING 


Following is the admission infomution for the attendees of the meeting on Tuesday, 
Fd}fuafy 6th at 4: 1 5 PM with Mr. McLany. 


E>r. Carlos T. Mersan 12/29/51 

Dr. Mark Jimenez I2G1/46 

Mark Middleton 10/12/62 


1 appreciate the time that has been made available and can assure you that this will take no 
longer than 15 minutes. Thank you! 


CC-H-000571 
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CoMMBiceCosr Zhizskationai. 

t43A PeS'SKYLVAVlA AVESL'B 
SC'ITC MO 

Uaskistston*. |>C. aoooA 
TkL: ‘3oai ra^'OJOs 
Fax: qhxh y:j7>93i« 


Family 6, 1996 


MEMO TO . Yusuf Khapci 

FROM: Sttidy MoCturc for Msric Middleton 

RE; Security Clenrances for Tuesdty. FebruAiy 6, 1996 


Please clear the foOowing for a White House tour today. February 6 at 3:IS; 


Dr. CaHos T. Mersan 12/29/51 

Mrs. Irene Mersan 7/4/S3 

Markrimenez 12/31/46 

Lua Gonzales 10/21/75 

Mark Middleton 10/12/62 


Thank you. 

Also. Mark would like you to meet him at the gate. He needs to spend a few minutes with you. 


CC-H-000573 
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CatooKaCoir bnEtouLoatua. 

I 4 H P lW W l t L VMm Avniui 

Sum MO 

Wahbiotom. OtC aoooo 


Aujpist 30. 1996 


Aclins District Oifccnr 
United Stites Custom Service 
Miami. Floridt 

Dear Sir 

This letter is mitten in suppori of an appiicaiion pending befote you on bdtalf of Finn Tech 
Inieniaiiaiial. Inc. 

My name is Mark Middleton and lam the Founder and Picsidem of CommerceCoip 
Intemational. In my capacity as an international business coasuham and government advisor it 
has been my pleasure to nwMfc with, and I have developed a high legard for. Marie Jimenez. Chief 
EsecuiiveOflicer.ofFuneeTeGh. Through my many conveisalisns with Marie and various 
members of his sulF it has become evident to me that they have developed a unique vision and 
an action plan to guide their company's gtowth in the distribution and assembly of computer 
pans and penpherals for Latin America. Their business dealingi with me hove always leflccKd 
character, inte^ry and honesty and I fimi sure that this new undertaking will be conducted with 
the same high standards and pnftssionalisffl as has been the case in the past. 

Please feel lice to contact me at any lime if you have any questions or need any additianal 
details regardint nqi afioriarion with either mark Jimenez or Fuure Tech. 

Very truly yoin. 

Mark E. Middleton 


CC-ll-000036 
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CnwwK*4f limm'niwti, 





FACSmiLt TSAMMISSiON 


TO: 

FROM: 

CC: 

DATE: 

FAX 


Mr.MitkliiMiiti 

HoKWtymouth 

Myh Vabaum; Mhchdi Fimm 

Sap m nhtr K. I9M 

30SMTT.7423 


REDACTED 


Wa hn* tbs ipolua wiih Bob Squira'i oOm «•< th* DNC. wke both NoooaHadad 
Ev>aGroaaaB«fthi$lnnGfaupbBoBaa(6ITA62MS(^. TbiwiiimilM 
GreiMMb»Mtablo«iiiFFOiMr«iMtb|wiiFai]r«dFiii«dti»Rfcl > » iii o «i« i b 
ciwlidawi Ai^iaqMi>i«'n<iUDHdteb»dilia>«. 

Abo moaHoM tF Ihi IWC Mn tiN Uowb| Sms (w« m IM an «Uch ordm 
wofk «Rk Ml RiFubiaB md Dcancnib ooMau*): 


Rmm Bnufam b Lof Anfb** 

louinl Kosixa <■ Bomoo 
M«y« AoocbM b Sl Cloud, MN 
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CokkbkbCcv brTSBUnoK4L 
i 4«5 pBoimvANtA Avenn 
Sctn 960 

WASMIffOTON. 0C 60006 

TkL: ao9 TST-odoa 
Fajc taoai 


FACSIMIXX TRANSMISSION 

TO: redacted 

FROM: Hois Weymouth 

DATE: ;uly22.1996 

FAX: REDACTED 


DeerShdh: 

M«ik wM be e cc o Bi f eii i e d by Shi Hediiti Hetijedi (Mn. SM Hi id i e ri HP. SEX Pn i i di n l 
Sohmo'eyaunceildeugbier. TheebaveifMr<bciiiiiiaiBe,ho««ver,Mifkisapcnoiiil 
fticod*ddnae<berbyberaickiiiiiMTitiak(pfsaounGedTeo-Tea). oibciR not at dole, 
may tcCtr to bar u Bn Tiiitk. 

Her mailiiig addrcai bi JakBti ii: 

SUHidiatiHii^lir. 

Pan Group of Compiaiet 
WotU Tilde CeuMr 
9*Floor 

J.L Sudbanbv. 29-31 
iibaita, Indnniai 12920 

Pkaaa |ivi me a caO wbeo you have ipokea witb the pOol regafAic the retun fligbl. 

Maifc and Tibck oeid to be d the Wtabc Hottie for a Uadt tic evan wiA ibi Preadaa by 
S: 15 aol would Dead them badi in central DC by 4:00 tt the laten. Thank you fcr your 
hdpl 

Rttvdt. 

cowniNna. 
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Mn. Siti Hediati and Mark Middleim Updated: July 23 

ITINERARY • WASHINGTON 


730 aJiL Depart Washington - Duiles Airport 
(with Mark Middleton) 

Hawthorne Aviation 
Tel. (703) 661-01.<i0 

REDACTS . 

Call sigiu C'GGPM 

BEDACTED 


9.00 ajn. Arrive Atlanta - Fulton Jet Center 
Tel. l.aOO-S«9-8794 

9.30 ajn. Depart Atlanta - Fulton Jet Center (with Mr*. Siti Hediati) 


REDACTED 


(with Mte. Siti Hediatt Mark Middleton, 

CONriDCNUAL 
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4.00 p jn. 


2 


BEDACTED 






W3)4W-«440 


BEDACIZD 
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REDACTED 


To; 

Mark Middleton 

Fax*: 

(202) 737-9319 

Company: 


Date: 

July 23. 1996 

from: 

REDACTED 

telephone*: 

Faxi: 

REDACTED 



Total Page{S): 

(wriiitfR/nwfT pagi) 

3 

Message: 




Here is the latest Mneiary. We did try to get a 

“slot” into National Aiipoit for tomoirow 


morning, but ootfaingwu tvailaible, so vtc hive bad to leave it at l>]]les. 
Bestr^ds, 


Exhibit 27 
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ccaO: 
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FACSIMILE transmission 


TO: 

Mark Middleton 

FROM; 

HoUi Weymouth 

DATE; 

June 12, 1996 


redacted 


I spoke with John McAlister this morning. He was very appreciative of our help. 

Linda has confirmed hnch at the mess on 6/20 @t;IS pm ^S. Doris Matsui will do 
meeting but needs to check on time. Mr. McAlister warned to let you know that he 
was having lunch w/Lee Williams today to discuu a bunch of items. 4:06 pm Mr. 
McAlister called again. Lee Williams warns to speak with you today to m^e sure that 
everyone is coordinated. Mr. McAlister has not fully briefM Mr. Zhou on becoming a 
contributor to the Fulbright fellowship - Lee Williams suggested also considering 
contributions to the Fulbright College. Would like to have Senator Piyor invited to 
the lunch at the WH. Lee Williams can arrange this if you like. Please call Lee at his 
home (703)765-2540 and Mr McAlister (202/393-2000). Also, re the lunch - 1 
interpreted Mr. McAlister's reference to a luncheon on at the WH as something a 
bit more formal than kinch at the mess ???7 

Ernie phoned w/a favor. There will be a meeting at the WH w/the US Ambassadors to 
ASEAN on June 26. Doris Matsui is coordinating Mack MdLarty has been invited. 

It would be very helpful to US- ASEAN if you could help ensure that Mac attends. 












REDACTED 
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CoMMB^GeCoRP b4TE30<ATI0NAl. 
1409 Pes vsYiv/utOA Avenue 
Sum 500 

WASHtSCTON. DC 800 <>« 

TeL.(80«> T3f-«OO0 
Fax (ao0) r3T«ai» 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

TO; Mr. John McAlister (Pteeie hold for guest errivall 

FROM; Holli Weymouth 

Director 

DATE: June 11. 1996 

FAX: 626-6991 


Welcome to Washington! I hope that your trip was enjoyable and that you will be able to 
get some rest before beginning what Tm sure will be a busy yet enjoyable two weeks. 

Thank you for your faxes to our office and the information on Mr. Zhou’s travel schedule. 
We have tentatively scheduled the following meetings for Mr. Zhou and would appreciate 
confirmation as to the convenience of the times and dates: 


Meeting with Senator Bennett Johnson 
and his son. Hunter Johnson 
136 Hart Senate Office Bldg 


Wednesday. J nne 19 10:00 am 

Meeting with Jude Kearney, Department of Commerce 

Location to be determined 


We are still working on additional meeting with Doris Matsui and Sandy Kristoff as wdi 
as the luncheon for June 20. 


Please feel free to give me a call tomorrow at your convenience to discuss how we nriay 
further assist you during your stay. 

Best regards. 


CC-H-000087 
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CoMMEiiceCosa* bnucuTiaaou. 

14Aa Pemmsvlvamia avzhve 

Sum MO 

WAsnrscroM. DC 00004 

Tcl- taooi 

Fax. (MS) 



FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO: 

Mr. John McAiister (Hnlei Gucst| 


FROM: 

HoUi Weymouth 


DATE: 

June 17. 1996 


FAX: 

626.6991 



FoDowing ii * review of those meetings in Mr. Zhou's schedule imnged by 
ConunerceCorp; 


June 18, 1996 3:00 pm 


Senitor Bennett Johnston 
136 Hsn Senile 
■■•(Becky) 


June 19. 1996 

10:00 am 

Jude Kearney 



Department of Commerce Room 1128 

June 20. 1996 

1:13pm 

Lunch at the White House 

June 20. 1996 

2:30 pm 

Doris Mataui 

- 


Oguj^Asat. to the Prea for PR 


Mub requested the pitvite dining room for the hinch on the 20lh, unfortuniiely it is 
•Iready reserved for use. We win imiige for a table for eight in the hopes that Senator 
Pryor and Mr. WnGams win be able to anend. 

Please fox to me the names and birth dates of those individuals who wiU be attending the 
lunch at the White House on the 20^, and the names of those who win anend the meeting 
with Mr. JCeamey and with Senator Johnston. 


CC-H-000084 
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Ahe, if poiAlc, pleit* fenvard 10 iM t copy of Mr. Zkou’f bwcnpliy (br uM by Scnuor 
Johamo, Doris Muwi, 

Best retards. 


cc-H-oooats 
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COMMOCSCOBP iKTBtNATIONAt. 
PrXX’^VI.VAXlA AvBNI'E 
SI in: vio 

U\xHisrir(>s- n(’ iion(>4 
T(EL T:4r‘0.*0^ 

I'.sx. f 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO: Becky Putem 

Office of Senitor Bennett Johnston 

FROM: HoUi Weymouth 

CC: Hunter Johnston 

DATE: June IT. 1996 

FAX: 224-9735 

RE: Bio for mectinf on Tucsdey, June 17 


Attached is a letter Bom John McAlister to Mickey Kamor which provides a veiy good 
overview of Mr. J.H. Zhou, his proximity to the Chinese leadership and the reason for his 
US visit. Please let me know if you require any additional infotmatioa 

Best regards. 


CC-H-000080 
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BEUING INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL CENTER CO. LTD. 

SuiUtiig iUSt Diaoyiaai Stau Gt4M Hcuu, Dtnrtek Bs^ing 100939^ CEBi4 

F«s;(M>-10.<IS7tSM 

Jskm T. McAibur 
Deputy Guutful Mauuptf 


I June 1996 


Hml Mickey Kaotor 
Seeteuiy 

U. S. Deputmeat af Cammerce 
Wukuiftaii, O. C. 

Vie Fix: 00.1.202-412-2741 

Dor Mickey, 

Mr. J. H. Siou. the Pretident of our parent hnldlng comply tefaoai 1 iaanduced id yon 
on your Match 199S viait here, will be m Washinfiea Jiaie 17-21 mi hae bean 
encoufcfedbyFriaHolliiitiuseektnieetiagwilhyonatyDiaooiivcnicoce. Fritzwill 
be conuciing yon abom ibia laqucaL 

Fria and Peaiay mei Mr. lliou duang their tty bare in aarfy ApdL ik. awn baa been 
encouraged by discusaiona with them to Oy to take a atm active tola io helping to 
advance U. S. • China reladont. eipecially tnude and coimnercial relaitona. 

Mr. 21idu ii now iccotManying Mme. Wu VI on bee lots of Ijdn America, following 
which he will come to Waabin^on. Aa I bavo mantiteied to yon bafoRi, Mr. Zbon haa 
had a long ttandlng end cloie teletionship wilh Man. Wn Yi ainea bat dm aa Deputy 
Mayor of Beijing. .Recemly, Mr. Zbon mi I had a dinna meedng hero with Miaa. Wii 
Yl aa the pt epet ad ihr bar Me miition. 

Mr. awn !e Ae ftcaidenc and princ^ of a Hong Kow 

registered bold^ eotnpany. virtually all of the i^or anhiidiaiiea on P. R. C 
legiitered and bued mivaie enserpiisa cntiipania whn tm eroptitini; trade and 
services cotnpaniaa in Hong Kong and traiCng and tervica rraipu'M in FanL 

lunefield originsiad as a textile trading company rmpbaiiriog cashmein aad angom wool. 
That subsidiaty cooimuea to be a major contsabmer to whan is now a more divctsified 
company with a grouting cmphaiis on real esate development tod urha icnewal. 


I 

CC-H-oooog| 
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Two Jimcfldd nibiiduoM. ob* of wUeb f nuruige, m now cgm^ in ihe largai istaa 
icocwol moot m Cenoal Bcijinf on nra t^jaecgt poreali. no pnjoet loeaitd 
•bout 1 mue wtot of Tianannicn Sqiuic, i* u> toMl about 110 iCRi ooaditianii 
appiavtlftroboutU BttUiooiq. ft. ofaiind-uMdovcIapiuat. AboiU 4 milUoo iq. ft. 
of Ibis ii now uodcr coottnictaoa and convriMO dte uisoi otivae cmaipriM irtaa 
ddiinidoa dovolopmcnt in Cenoal Boyias. K no w M JiBig^[Hagfcto ptbjott will 
ineluda China’s fatftst doparonot non wtiieb will bo bagafs ftm inUmiiiontl 
depanmetf non u a a five sou dOO nom boKL 

Aj a Icadtr of Oiiaa'i oew young gaetaioo of povao canpanein Mr. 2iou ha a 
anong buiiaau inteiat in advancing U. $. • China undo and commordal roladoos. . Ba 
ha nova beibre viahad Waahtngion. Ha ba daci dad a coma to Waabrngton to laaniu 

"VWW alvv* Kfiw hj. f~mn tw. K#ip4ir aiwt trt anabliah andBring pawnnal 

In lac April Mr. 2bau had tha opooTtimiiy to mea aid |pi to kaow Marie Middktbn. 
fennerfy of the Whhe Houm staff and now a intmavuial boaucaBnan. Marie ha i 
gtaeioualy oOfeied to aiiaaga a liaeh marin g fbe Mr. Zhou in the Watt Wing of the 
wisit Hona and ha made odicr luggadona of people for Mr. Zhou to gw to koow. 
Suggeatioa of your oun would be gteatly appseciatad. 

TUa peat unde we had a stria of very cootouctivc mrtTlngt wiib Or^ MIchad Cappa, 
Depuw Aaaiatant Secretary fbr Basic IndutOiia, who it an eld and good fHand of ■""«« 
ftom Fsilt RolKngi' staft MDee tooie the data to visit our lalau mewal psqaa na 
and to nepacl tha conanuclion of lunefleld Plaa^ 

Whan tha Picsidesa aamouttced your jpuuiulDtnt, be anggeatad dun the oppoalunity had 
amvadfioyeuto be ‘’the goodcop”. Mr. Zboia I tod oio eolltaguta want to do w we 
can to help ta that task in Mc.ZbaBuriibcaWBaatirith]mto: 

(1) psi ss nt seine ofhiaidaaa about advanefagU.8.-CMaa wade and e oi B m e su d 

(2) ofeiaia your ideas and snggeatioaatetesioaAat he can ptoiut; aid 

(i) catahlith tha basis it* a cnminiiing u u qi es a ai v o afta. 

I will aaiiwt in Washiagten an tha aflamoon ef 11 baa and arill bo at tha Waatnngna 
MstoioB (fbooe: 393>}000 / Fan: <2dd991). Onee again, IwiB ban naepaRiaaiiy 
to be an advance aaaa,'th^ tuna 6r Mr. Zhou's t7>21 Jttooviak. Year eaniisetaiion M 
our leqnew wilt baapptneiaiad. t will caaiact your cdBcaaftar or asrival 



T.MbAliatar 


Senator and Msa. Esaest F. HoOags 
Marie Middleton. Eiq. 


a 
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[The deposition of David Mercer — ^Volume 1 follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: DAVID MERCER— VOLUME 1 

Thursday, August 21, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 10:10 a.m.. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Grovemment Reform and Oversight Committee: James C. 
Wilson, Senior Investigative Counsel; David A. Kass, Investigative Counsel; Michael 
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Mr. Wilson. Good morning, Mr. Mercer. 

Mr. Mercer. Good morning. 

Mr. Wilson. On behalf of the members of the Committee on Government Reform 
and oversight, I appreciate and thank you for appearing here today. This proceeding 
is known as a deposition. The person transcribing this proceeding is a House re- 
porter and notary republic. I will now request that the reporter place you under 
oath. 

THEREUPON, DAVID MERCER, a witness, was called for examination by Counsel, 
and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

Mr. Wilson. I would like to note for the record those who are present at the be- 
mnning of this deposition are myself, James Wilson, the designated Majority counsel 
for the committee; and I am accompanied today by David Kass, who is also with 
the Majority staff; Michael Yeager is the designated Minority counsel for the com- 
mittee; Mr. Mercer is accompanied by Mr. StaiSey Reed and Miss Lauri Cleary. 

Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, be- 
cause you have been placed under oath your testimony here today has the same 
force and effect as if you were testifying before the committee or in a courtroom. 
If I ask you about a conversation or conversations you have had in the past and 
you are unable to recall the exact words used in that conversation, you may state 
that you are unable to recall those exact words, and then you may give the gist or 
substence of any conversation to the best of your recollection. 

If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, please give me 
your best recollection of those events or parts of conversations or events that you 
do recall. 

If I ask you whether you have any information on a particular subject and you 
have overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding it or have seen 
correspondence or documentation regarding it, please tell me that you do have such 
information and indicate the source, either a conversation or documentation or oth- 
erwise, from which you derived such knowledge. 

Before we begin questioning, I want to give you some background about the inves- 
ti^tion and your appearance here. 

Pursuant to its authority under House Rules X and XI of the House of Represent- 
atives, the committee is engag;ed in a wide-ranmng review of possible political fund- 
raising improprieties and possible violations of law. 

Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139 summarizes the investigation as of 
June 19, 1997, and encompasses any new matters which arise directly or indirectly 
in the course of the investigation. Also pages 4 through 11 of the report explain the 
background of the investigation. AU questions related either directly or indirectly to 
those issues or questions which have the tendency to make the existence of any per- 
tinent fact more or less probable than it would be without the evidence, are proper. 
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The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167 which passed the full House on June 20, 1997. 
Committee Rule 20 outlines the ground rules for this deposition. 

Majority and Minority counsel will ask you questions regarding the subject matter 
of the investigation. Minority coimsel will ask questions after Megority counsel has 
finished. After the Minority counsel has completed questioning, a new round of 
questioning may begin. Members of Congress who wish to ask questions will be af- 
forded an immMiate opportunity to ask meir questions. When they are finished, the 
committee counsel who had been previously asking questions will resume the ques- 
tioning. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of your rights. Any objection raised during the course of the deposition 
shall be stated for the record. If the witness is instructed not to answer a question 
or otherwise refuses to answer a question, Mmority and Minority counsel will confer 
to determine whether the objection is proper. If Majority and Minority counsel agree 
that the (question is proper, the witness will be asked to answer the question. If an 
objection is not withdrawn, the Chairman or a Member designated by the Chairman 
m^ decide whether the objection is proper. 

This deposition is considered as taken in executive session of the committee, 
which means it may not be made public without the consent of the committee pur- 
suant to clause 2(kX7) of House Rule XI. You are asked to abide by the Rules of 
the House and not discuss with anyone other than your attorney this deposition and 
the issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit suggested changes 
to the chairman. The transcript will be available for your review at the committee 
office. Committee staff may make any typographical or technical changes requested 
by you. Substantive changes, modifications, clanfications or amendments to the dep- 
osition transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting the 
changes and a statement of your reasons for its proposed change. 

A letter requesting any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or 
amendments must be signed by you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clari- 
fications or amendments shall be included as an appendix to the transcript, condi- 
tioned upon your signing of the transcript. 

Do you understand everything we have gone over so far? 

The Witness. I do. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you have any questions about anything I have discussed so far? 

The Witness. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson. I do have some very preliminary instructions and questions to ask 
of the witness. Do you have any ad^tional comments? 

Mr. Yeager. Not at this time. 

Mr. Reed. I have a statement to make for the record. Not terribly formal, but I 
want it to be clear that when we were contacted to make arrangements for Mr. Mer- 
cer’s deposition, we su^ested to Mr. Kass that every effort be made to obtain copies 
of Mr. Mercer’s deposition before the Senate committee, inasmuch as he has been 
deposed for 2-1/2 days before the Senate. 

1 believe the feeling was, and remains, that that would be the most fair and expe- 
ditious way to proc^d and it would alk> avoid the imnecessaiy duplication of re- 
sources and repetitiveness of reviewing subjects that have already been reviewed ad 
nauseam. 

Our understandiim, based on discussions yesterday with Majority staff counsel 
and the Senate, is that no request was ever made by this committee or counsel for 
this committee to obtain those depositions. Now, whether such a request would have 
been granted or not, we can only speculate. But as it stands here today, we are 
about to embark on another deposition process to review, my guess, much of the 
same territory that’s already been reviewed in the Senate, and that it would have 
been strongly preferable to have focused this deposition here today in those areas 
that either Imve not been covered or needed to be supplemented or if there was fol- 
low-up necessary as a result of the testimony before tne Senate. 

Be that as it may, we are here, Mr. Mercer is here to cooperate and move forward, 
but I do want to make it clear that we do not feel that this process is entirely fair 
to Mr. Mercer. 

I also want to state, in response to your initial presentation, that Mr. Mercer will 
answer the questions that are asked and the provisos and conditions and sugges- 
tions that you made regarding, in particular, his knowledge of events that may^ve 
come through rumor, innuendo, hearsay, third parties, and your desire to have him 
volunteer that information, if it is not directly responsive to the question, he is not 
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going to try to guess what you are really looking for. So you need to be very specific 
in the questions that you ask and he will answer them. 

But I am not going to ask him to try to divine what level of third or fourth or 
fifth party knowledge he may have about an event if you ask him for his personal 
knowledge. That’s all I have to say. 

Mr. Wilson. Thank you, very much, Mr. Reed. 

Mr. Reed. You are welcome. 

Mr. Wilson. I would, for the record, like to note that 1 have personally made re- 
quests of the Senate staff for depositions and would have been more than happy to 
have received any assistance ana to do anything that could have been done to allevi- 
ate duplication on Mr. Mercer’s part. 

Mr. Reed. 1 take it they were not successful. 

Mr. WnsON. I would state for the record that they were not successful, unfortu- 
nately. 

Mr. Reed. I appreciate your saying that and 1 appreciate your having made the 
effort. I didn’t mean to be critical of you. It is a process that is very draining, time- 
consuming — 

Ms. Cleary. And expensive. 

Mr. Reed. — ^and e^ensive for everyone concerned. And the fact that the Senate 
is not fully cooperating with you does not terribly surprise us, inasmuch as we do 
not have copies of Mr. Mercers deposition either. So I appreciate that at least you 
all made the effort. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Mr. Mercer, I will be asking you questions concerning the subject mat- 
ter of the investigation. Do you understand? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. If you do not understand a question, please say so and I will repeat it 
or rephrase it so that you do understand the question. Do you understand that you 
should tell me if I am imclear on any question I put to you? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. The reporter will be taking down everything we say and will make a 
written record of the deposition. I would ask that you give verbal, audible answers 
because the reporter cannot record nonverbal gestures or nods of the head or indica- 
tions such as, uh-huh, or similar type responses. 

Do you understand that you shoiud give audible direct answers? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. If you cannot hear me, please say so and I will repeat the question or 
have the court reporter repeat the question for you. Do you understand? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Please wait until I finish a question before you respond, and I will wait 
for your answer before I ask the next question. Do you imderstand this will help 
the reporter make a clear record, because she cannot take down what we are both 
saying at the same time? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Your testimony is being taken under oath as if we were in court, and 
if you answer a question, it will be assumed that you did understand the question 
and that your answer was intended to be responsive to it. Do you understand that? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. Are you here voluntarily or are you here as the result of a subpoena? 

Answer. I’m here voluntarily. 

Question. Do you have any questions about this deposition before we begin the 
substantive portion of the proceeding? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Please state your full name and spell it for the record? 

Answer. David L. Mercer. D-A-V-I-D, L period, M-E-R-C-E-R. 

Question. Have you used any other names in the past? 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. What is your date of birth, please? 

Answer. 3/29/61. 

Question. What is your current address? 

Answer. [Redacted]. 

Question. How long have you lived at that address? 

Answer. Approximately 4 years. 

Question. Have you ever lived outside of the United States? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. If for a period of more than six months, where and when? 
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Answer. In Jamaica, West Indies, for a period of a year and a half in the early 
seventies. 

Question. Did you attend college? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Where and what year did you graduate? 

Answer. I attended Duke University and Prindpia College, graduated in ’91. 

Question. Have you received any other degrees? 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Please briefly state your employment history after college. 

Answer. After college I worked 

Mr. Reed. After he graduated from collie? 

Mr. Wilson. Correct. 

The Witness. In 1991, I went to the Christian Sdence Monitor Channel, then to 
the Clinton-Gore campaign, and then to the transition, and then to the DNC Fi- 
nance Division. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Have you spoken with anyone other than your counsel about this depo- 
sition? 

Answer. Only that I was due to be here for a deposition and that was either to 
family or to colleagues at work. 

Question. With whom have you discussed this at work? 

Answer. My supervisors and people that I work with that needed to know that 
I was out of ue omce for the day and that I would be attending a House deposition. 

Question. Have you spoken with any Member or staff of this committee about this 
deposition? 

Answer. Come again? 

Question. Have you spoken with any member of the committee. Representative, 
or a staff member of this committee about this deposition? 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Did you review any documents in preparation for this deposition? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Where did you review these documents? 

Answer. At the Senate committee offices. 

Question. Was this during a deposition taken by the Senate? 

Answer. No, it wasn't. 

Question. Was this before you were deposed by the Senate? 

Answer. No, it was not. 

Question. Was this after you were deposed by the Senate? 

Answer. Yes, it was. 

Question. In whose offices did you review documents? 

Answer. I believe it was the Government Affairs Oversight Committee Offices. It 
was in Room 100 of one of the Senate office buildings. 

Question. Were these the offices of the Senate Majority staff? 

Answer. It was. 

Question. Did you review dociunents in the offices of the Senate Minority staff? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. Do you keep any work-related files or documents in your personal resi- 
dence? 

Answer. I keep some copies of lists or whatever that I might be working on or 
I carry home or that I need to refer to over the weekends, yes. 

Question. Have you made all documents that you have kept in your residence 
available for document production by the DNC? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. How did you come to work at the DNC? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, I was informed by Minyon Moore and 
Scott Pastrick of the need in the Finance Division to hire somebody, and from there 
I interviewed with the Finance Director and was hired. 

Question. When did you first speak with Mr. Pastrick or Ms. Moore? 

Answer. It would have been in the spring or summer of 1993. 

Question. Were they the first individuals that approached you about a possible po- 
sition at the DNC? 

Answer. I believe that’s correct. 

Question. Did you receive any recommendations for this position, written rec- 
ommendations? 

Answer. Not that I recall or that I’m aware of. 

Question. Did you interview for the position that you were first hired for? 
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Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Did you interview with anybody other than the finance director? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. What were your initial job responsibilities at the DNC? 

Answer. Raise money. 

Question. Have you had the same job responsibility since being hired initially at 
the DNC? 

Answer. They have expanded. 

Question. And how have your job responsibilities changed over the course of time? 

Answer. Where I would initially be as a regional finance director, I became the 
deputy finance director, I believe in 1995, and rather than just being focused on one 
event, I now would assume responsibility for maybe several events in sort of an ad- 
ministrative facilitator on the logistics, and creating the environment for us to raise 
the money. And sJso interacting more on an interdepartmental capacity in keeping 
the lines of communication open between departments and, to some eirtent, the ex- 
ternal communications. 

Question. You mentioned at the beginning you had regional responsibilities. Were 
you responsible for a particular region wiflim the United States for fund-raising? 

Answer. Like fund-raising, which is sometimes more an art than a science, the 
titles were more art than they were science, and the regional was more a title that 
specified that you would go into a particular r^on. But I have been in every mar- 
ket around the country. Midwest, the West, &uth, and Northeast. I wasn’t des- 
ignated to one particular region, and it was a rotation of various staff holding that 
title and where we thought our strengths and weaknesses were in delegating or de- 
pl(mng certain people to certain States. 

Question. When you were initially enmloyed by the DNC, were individuals in 
charge of certain areas of the country for nmd-raising? 

Answer. There might have been some who had longer ties and longer work experi- 
ence in that State, and, yes, that would then become the reason that they were par- 
ticularly rooted in, but that was more unique than it was customary. 

Question. I do understand your responsibilities have changed and you have been 
there for a few years, but if you could please tell me to whom you have reported 
from the time that you arrived at the DNC until the present time. 

Answer. From '93 to the beginning of ’94 would be Nancy Jacobson who was then 
currently the finance director. Then Laura Hartigan from *94 to ’95, and then Rich- 
ard Sullivan between ’95 and the winter of ’97 or February of ’97. February-March. 

Question. At any time have you had employees that have reported directly to you? 

Answer. I would characterize it as they might visit with me prior to visiting with 
any of my supervisors. That they might bring an issue to me, but I was not the 
direct and first person they might see. It was probably upon availabihty of the fi- 
nance directors, and I would normally back them up, or attend to issues that they 
necessarily did not have to deal with. 

Question. If you could, I don’t want to belabor this and ask a lot of specific ques- 
tions, but if you could just give me a brief overview of how the Finance Department 
was set up. 

Answer. There are two elements. One is on a regional basis, and that was prob- 
ably your staff line of fund-raisers that led the events. And then there was a pro- 
gram of our donor programs that included the Saxophone Club, the National Fi- 
nance Council, the Business Council, and the trustee, or as we know it now, major 


supporters. 

1 guess you could characterize it as the fund-raisers would do the events based 
on the levels of contributions. Those guests or individuals would become members 
of the program and that is how we sustained oxir donor base with certain programs. 


and initially that was how it was structured. 

So you had regional finance directors, you had directors, deputy directors, then 
staff assistants for the programs and then you had deputy finance directors and the 


finance director. 


Question. Apart from the people who were in charge of the various components, 
did the staff assistants and the lower level finance employees report to many dif- 
ferent people within the overall Finance Department, or was it fairly well-compart- 
mentalized? 


Answer. I would lean on the side of it being, and I don’t know if it was compart- 
mentalized, but I believe the staff assistants communicated with either the deputy 


director or the director of that particular council. 

Question. Throughout your employment at the DNC, did you type your own letters 
and memoranda? 


Answer. I like to think of myself as being self-sufficient and versed on the com- 
puter, so that if I didn’t have assistance, which from time to time was the case, I 
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was able to type my own letters or look up different names on lists or move around 
the system, ws. 

Question. Did you have secretarial assistance throughout? 

Answer. I womd have an assistant backup. I don’t know if I want to call it sec- 
retarial, in that they did everything at m 3 r b^k and call, but fi^m time to time, and 
depending on the projects that I was working on, I would have assistance. 

Question. What are the names of the people who assisted you? 

Answer. Sarah Surals was my latest, or my last assistant, and that was probably 
from, I don’t know, February of ’96 to probably September of ’97. Excuse me, Sep- 
tember of ’96. And that was primarily in my position of directing the convention ac- 
tivities. So both prraaring and cleaning up mom the convention. 

And before that Mike Standifer was an assistant of mine that from time to time 
was also shared with Erica Payne. 

Question. And before Mr. Standifer, did you have any assistant that would help 
you? 

Answer. There might be people who helped me as I was working on an event, but 
I don’t know that I would c^ them desigimted assistants. 

Question. Was or is Ms. Surals a full-time DNC employee? 

Answer. Yes, she was. 

Question. And was Mr. Standifer a full-time? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And I meant to say paid DNC employee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you have somebody who would answer telephones for you? 

Answer. Not necessarily, but they would, from time to time, pick up my messages 
and/or if my phone might on occasion be forwarded to them to pick up calls. 

Question. Did someone prepare a log of incoming telephone calls for you? 

Answer. Intermittently, yes. 

Question. And how did that work? Why was it intermittent? 

Answer. Because of staff resources. And I wasn’t in a position or of the state of 
mind of making somebody answer my phone. There were a lot of other things that 
they could be doing, and I tried to get to my messages. It was only out of necessity, 
especially at the convention, where I could nave a hundred and some odd messages 
on my phone that I could just not get through. 

Question. Did you use the e-mail on the computer system at the DNC? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Have you had, throughout your tenure at the DNC, official contact with 
White House employees? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. And, again, bearing in mind that your responsibilities have changed 
somewhat over time, who have you worked with at the White House since becoming 
a DNC employee? 

Answer. Who have I — I don’t know that it can be characterized as I worked with 
any group or individuals at the White House on an ongoing day-to-day basis. If I 
was asked to send them something or they needed something, I might provide it 
based on what the finance director wanted or what their request was. 

I would more provide information if on a site, or in going into the logistics of the 
site explain to whoever was designated on the White House events team or in the 
political division as to what the nature of the event was, and that would be the ex- 
tent of my contact. 

It was not necessarily on a day-to-day official capacity. But I will add that, having 
been on the campaign and having relationships, that there are friends over the 
years, and some less than that, that you maintain general contact with. 

Question. Would it be fair, then, to say that you work with people on an ad hoc 
basis at the White House depending upon the particular issues you were dealing 
with? 

Answer. That would be fair to say. 

Question. Was there a usual liaison between your office and a particular person 
at the White House? 

Answer. As I understand it, and don’t know the degree and depth of it, is that 
the finance director usually is in touch with the poUtical division of the White 
House, and that is the line of communication between at least the DNC Finance Di- 
vision and the White House for all intents and purposes. 

Question. If you were working on a fund-raising issue that didn’t have a specific, 
you didn’t have somebody that you knew you should specifically speak with, who 
would you generally call? 

Mr. Yeager. Who are you talking about? Talking about people at the White 
House he might call? 
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Mr. Wilson. Correct, yes. 

Mr. Reed. Who would he usually call, is the question? 
Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Mr. Reed. 1 object to the form, but go ahead. 

The Witness. Can you repeat the question? 

Mr. Wilson. Sure. 


examination by MR. WILSON; 

Question. If you had a matter of just a general fund-raising issue and it didn’t 
necessarily apply to a particular person, was there somebody that you would just 
generally call to get information, or? 

Answer. I can give you, because we’re not talking specifics, I can give you an ex- 
ample. If I got a call out of the Midwest, I might call the Midwest regional political 
director to either inform them, ask them a question, or whatever. But more than 
likely I would probably bring it to somebody in my division or the finance director 
to see if anybody else has heard, addressed it or seen something similar to it. 

Question. Did you ever attend meetings at the White House? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And with what frequency? 

Answer. Infrequently or on an ad hoc basis. 

Question. What t 3 q)es of meetings would you attend? 

Answer. I think from my Senate testimony, to the best of my recollection, I at- 
tended what we called, or what were called list meetings. And that was a forum 
that had several different parties involved both within the White House and outside 
the White House where parameters and guidelines were shared as to how lists were 
to be prepared for submission for particular events, Easter Egg Roll, Christmas par- 
ties, Rose Garden events, what have you. 

And I was, on occasion, at the list meeting to find out the dates or to learn of 
these parameters to then bring back to our division to let them know of the afore- 
mentioned issues and so that the department, as a whole, would operate under 
those guidelines. 

Question. Who attended the list meetings that you were just speaking of? 

Answer. I don’t recall exactly. I know from time to time maybe the DLC would 
have been there, maybe possibly the Re-elect — a representative finm the Re-elect, 
the DNC, the Social Office, and there may have been others that I’m not aware of 

Question. You mentioned the DLC. What is the DLC? 

Answer. The Democratic Leadership Council. 

Question. And who specifically, if you could provide some individual names, would 
attend these meetings? 

Answer. As far as I can remember, Brian Bailey conducted the meeting, or some- 
body in his absence who, I don’t know who that would be, I don’t recall, but Brian 
Bailey I remember being sort of the convener of the meetings, if you will. 

Question. Were you the only DNC employee that would attend the list meetings? 

Answer. No, I wasn’t. 

Question. Who else would attend? 

Answer. I believe from time to time it would be Eric Sildon or Ari SwiUer, and 
that’s what I can recall. There may have been others that — I may have been on 
travel and somebody else went, but I’m not aware. 

Question. And from some of the other organizations that you mentioned, who at- 
tended on behsdf of the other organizations that you mentioned earlier? 

Answer. That, I don’t recall. 

Question. Did you at any time have a pass to gain access to the White House? 

Answer. Other than calling in or having been invited, calling in and giving my 
Social Security and date of birth and being, as they call it, waved in, no, I did not. 

Question. Did you have any responsibilities associated with the trustee program 
at the DNC? 

Answer. I was not directly responsible for the trustee program. 

Question. Could you just give a general description of what the trustee program 
was? 

Answer. It was a donor program for those donors that contributed $50,000 and 
above. And a term we used to use, managing the trustee, was a group that either 
wrote $100,000 or raised $250,000 or in that neighborhood. 

Question. Who at the DNC worked on the trustee program? 

Answer. During my 4-year tenure, it was at one point Laura Hartigan and then 
it was Ari SwiUer. 

Question. Who worked with Ms. Hartigan and Mr. SwiUer? 
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Answer. Jennifer Scully worked with Laura Hartigan as a deputy. She also did 
the same with Ari Swiller. Then she left to go to New York, and then Anne Braziel 
came as a d^uty, and Nancy Burk was the staff assistant. 

Question. Did you have any specific responsibilities for t 3 fpes of initiatives? 

Answer. I’m not sure. If you could be more specific, because everything was an 
initiative, and I’m not sure what initiative. 

Question. Certainly. That was not a particularly clear question. 

In addition to whatever types of assignments you were given, did you have any 
overview or oversight responsibilities for particular initiatives that were being taken 
in the fund-raising area? 

Answer. If I understand, and I will give this as an example, I was also the finance 
convention director, so for ei^ht months to maybe even a year I worked on laying 
down the foundation for the infrastructure and the operation that we would Mve 
in hosting 5,000 supporters and friends of supporters at the convention, which en- 
tailed everything from hotel reservations, to credentialing and distribution and ac- 
tivities and events throughout the days leading into the h^ activities. 

Question. Did you wok with any specific groups from whom donations would be 
solicited? For example, ethnic graups or regional groups. 

Answer. Being Aiiican-American, and on some occasions the only Afncan-Amer- 
ican in the Finance Division, I would work with the African-American community 
in creating and doing events, yes. 

Question. Was this, for want of a better word, sort of a recognized informal ar- 
rangement where you were working with a particular ethnic group? 

Answer. That would be a good characterization, yeah. 

Question. Did you work with any other groups at all; again, either ethnic groups 
or regional groups? 

Mr. Yeager. Excuse me. I’m a little confused about what you mean by ethnic 
groups. 

Mr. Wilson. Ethnic populations or — ^I’m not tmng to be mysterious, but I think 
the answer of Afncan-Americans is responsive. For example. Native Americans or 
Asian-Americans or Greek-Americans. 

'The Witness. I don’t think I had direct line responsibility, but I worked with 
white Americans, I worked with Greeks, I worked with Asian-Americans, from time 
to time I have met American Indians. 

I mean, our donor base is very expansive, so I have worked with eve^ ethnic 
group, Jewish, Catholic, however you want to put it, but I didn’t have a direct line 
responsibility to one or the other. 

And your characterization of my relationship and responsibility with the African- 
American community, I think, was accurate, in that I don’t think people said you 
are the Afiican-American donor person, but being that you have relationships in 
that community, it just seems to be the best match for worlung with that group. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I am just trying to understand sort of the overview, because I do know 
that there were individuals tasked with looking out for the interests of certain 
groups and raising money amongst certain groups. 

Would it be fair to say that you were more of a generalist? You did mention you 
worked with African-American groups, but you were more of a generalist and filled 
in wherever you were asked to ml in? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. When a DNC donor would make a request of you 

Mr. Yeager. Objection, your question assumes that DNC donors would make re- 
quests. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever receive a request to do anything on behalf of a DNC donor? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. Just very generallv speaking, when somebody made a request of you, 
was there a system or a method that you used to respond to the request? 

Answer. It would depend on the nature of the request. 

Question. And I perfectW well understand requests can cover the whole gamut 
from, can you get me a White House tour to can I ride on Air Force One, so it is 
a vague question, but was there a system to respond? Did you write a request down 
in a certain type of book and pass it on to a certain type of person? 

Answer. I think from the types of requests you just mentioned, the White House 
tour, there was a form that was filled out. You filled it out and you passed it on 
to the person handling White House tours. 
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Question. Was there a similar practice for aU requests that would be made of you? 

Answer. It depends on where — I don’t think there was a systematic arrangement 
for every question that could come up. I guess that’s my response because I don’t 
know where 

Question. Bear in mind if the answer is no, I will accept the answer of no. And 
I understand that some of the broad questions there just may not be an answer at 
all. 

Mr. Reed. There wasn’t a book of forms to handle every request? 

The Witness. Right, to handle every request. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Was there ever a system to screen or look into the background of people 
making requests to determine whether you should or should not be helping them? 

Answer. That assumes that you’re dealing with somebody who wasn’t a donor and 
may be trying to be a donor. For the donors we had that were on our trustee list 
or on our business council list, we assumed that they were bona fide contributors 
and citizens in good standing and supporters of ours, so we would entertain and re- 
view their request and handle it in tte best way we thought appropriate and re- 
sponsive to handle. 

Question. Breaking this into two questions, for that category of individual, some- 
body who had previously made contributions to the party and who, as you just said, 
you assumed was a bona fide contributor, did you personally ever raise any ques- 
tions as to whether you should be assisting that individual? 

I will clarify that, because there are certainly impossible requests, where some- 
body might have asked for you to do something or arrange something and you could 
not do it. But what I’m looking for here is somebody who made a request and you 
thought, I’m not sure whether we should be doing this because of who the person 
is or where the person is coming from. 

Mr. Yeager. I’m not sure what you mean by raised questions. 

Ms. Cleary. Can you ask about the requests he’s gotten? 

Mr. Reed. I object, because the question is so broad, and I’m not sure he can an- 
swer responsively. If David feels he can answer it, then he can go ahead and answer 
it. I’m concerned the question is so broad. 

Mr. Wilson. I am trying to target it to get at specific cases where Mr. Mercer 
might have said, aside from whether he could or could not satisfy the request 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. I don’t want to labor over whether somebody asked something that was 
impossible to do, but whether you ever received a request and you communicated 
with somebody else at the DNC your concerns as to whether you should be even 
working with that person or assisting that person. 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. Do you recall whether anybody else brought such a concern to your at- 
tention; they were working with somebody and worried that maybe the DNC should 
not be helping that individual? 

Answer. What comes to mind in trying to be responsive is you hear whether do- 
nors talking about other donors and whatever, and I don’t have any specific recollec- 
tion, but I’m sure within certain groups or whatever there may have been conversa- 
tion of, you know, watch out for this one or watch out for that. 

But I don’t recall specifics and anybody, one donor coming to mind as beware and 
off limits. There may be people that I just didn’t, for circumstances or whatever, 
after working with them (fidn’t work witii them anymore because they were aggres- 
sive or badgering or whatever. 

The specifics of donors don’t come up because we deal with thousands of them, 
so I can’t give you my B list of donors that I just — . 

Question. I was speaking then very specifically about people who were pre-exist- 
ing donors. Did a situation ever come up involving somebody who was attempting 
to give money to the DNC and you had a concern about whether the money should 
be accepted? 

Mr. Reed. I’m going to object, but let me make sure I understand the question. 
Did he personally object? 

Mr. Wilson. That’s my question, yes. 

The Witness. Not that I recall bringing up an objectionable or questionable per- 
son. I don’t recall doing that. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever, after somebody had indicated that they might be making 
a contribution and they had not made a previous contribution, did you ever raise 
concerns about accepting that contribution with anybody else? 

Answer. Can you give me a clarification of when you say raise concerns? I don’t 
understand what you mean by raising concerns, other than what I would do is gath- 
er the information on the individual. If I got that information, then there was no 
concern. If I didn’t, then the transaction never got done. So they are not even on 
my radar screen as somebody that I would have concerns about that’s currently a 
DNC member. 

Question. Well now, bear in mind I’m speaking about people who had not pre- 
viously given contributions. But my assumption, which might be wrong, is that if 
somebody came in and said I would like to make a contribution, the default would 
be to accept the contribution and do whatever was appropriate with the contribu- 
tion, the check or in-kind or whatever it was? 

Answer. Right, and that’s taking down their addresses and their phone numbers 
and filling out their information. We were not on the front lines of screening every 
donor to make sure where they got their money, how they got their money, who 
gave them their money, because that is not what the peu-ty was set up to do, at least 
mom my standpoint and from what I thought was a divisional standpoint. 

As long as we got the information that was compiled, 1 would assume for a certain 
reason, I was never told that it was compiled for this reason or that reason, but 
I assumed if you had that information, you had enough information to do further 
checks on people. So if I had any concern about somebody from the beginning, it 
usually just didn’t pan out because the information never came in so I didn’t deal 
with me person anymore. But on those instances that we did, and for those that 
became donors, you had that information and you forwarded it on. 

Question. And what information did you require? 

Answer. It’s on the check-tracking form which I have submitted: Name, company 
address or phone number. That kind of information. 

Question. If the check-tracking form was filled out to your satisfaction, was that 
enough for you to accept the check and pass the check along to whoever the appro- 
priate person to receive the check? 

Answer. For the most part, yes. Unless any other kind of warning signals came 
up. But no warning signals came up to me other than not getting the imormation. 
And if I didn’t get it, nothing happened. And if I did have it, then I forwarded it 
on, yeah. 

Question. What types of warning signals were you referring to just then or were 
you looking for? 

Answer. Just that you didn’t get the information. Or if you had a check with a 
foreign bank account on it or the obvious. 

Question. Did you ever receive any, once you had gathered the information, did 
you ever receive any information that causra you to speak with somebody else at 
the DNC and ask additional questions about that particular potential contributor? 

Answer. Not that I can recall ever doing that, no. 

Question. Did you ever route any of the information that you had received or ini- 
tial donor interest to the general counsel’s office? 

Answer. I assumed that all the check-tracking forms and other information that 
we got on donors went through a system that was reviewed by the general counsel, 
and I assumed as much. I have never, luitil all of this broke, I have never been con- 
fronted on an ad hoc basis or otherwise with beware of this or this got rejected or 
whatever. 

I mean, I try to be pretty compulsive about filling out the information so that that 
doesn’t have to occur and we have to do double-takes. 

Question. What is your understanding of how the system worked prior to Novem- 
ber of ’96? 

Mr. Reed. His understanding now? 

Mr. Wilson. His understanung now of how the system worked before November 
1996. 

The Witness. That we filled out the check-tracking forms. The check-tracking 
forms were used both for completing the FEC reporting requirements, and I as- 
sumed that there were other uses of it, but I was not sure or did not know what 
those other uses were. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Who would fill out the check-tracking forms? 
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Answer. It could be me, it could be somebody who received the check. Checks 
could come in on an event I was working on and I wasn’t in Washington and was 
at the site of the event, so somebody else would fill out the check-tracking forms. 
It was not a — ^you docximented so at least you had a reference to go back to. But 
everybody filled out check-tracking forms. 

Question. Were there ever any instances where you had filled out a check-tracking 
form and passed it along to the next stage of the process and it came back to you 
with a request to provide more information? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. What was the next step of the process once the tracking form had been 
filled out? To whom would it go next? 

Answer. It went to people who keypunched the information into our system, called 
the AS-400. Who that is in particular and over a given period of time, Tm not sure 
or don’t recall who was actually doing that. 

Question. Were they 

The Witness. Can I interrupt and ask, the people behind us, who else has joined 
us in the room? 

Mr. Wilson. As I was saying before, I don’t always know who is coming in. Sitting 
behind me is David Bossie, who is with the Majority staff, and Jim Schumann, S- 
C-H-U-M-A-N-N, who is also with the Majority staff, both lawyers on the Majority 
staff Investigator and lawyer. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Were these the people who did the data entry for the check-tracking 
forms employees of the Finance Division? 

Answer. I’m assuming they were, but I’m not exactly sure if they were. 

Question. How would you transmit these tracking forms to them? Not trying to 
be mysterious, would you put them in interoffice m^ and send them to someb^y? 

Answer. Could be interoffice mail or to your assistant or to the person that was 
collecting them, to the councils who would get it to them, or copies of it to the coun- 
cil so that they would be credited with the membership in the council. It varied from 
time to time. 

Question. Do you know where they were located, the data entry people? 

Answer. It could be in the basement of the DNC main headquarters or in the 
Fairchild Building, but I’m not exactly sure. 

Question. 1 did ask you previously whether you were aware of check-tracking 
forms that you had filled out that were returned for additional information. Are you 
aware of any other of your colleagues who submitted check-tracking forms and who 
had those forms returned to them for additional information? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 

Question. Was there a training process that informed you of how the forms are 
supposed to be filled out? 

Answer. There were meetings from time to time. I’d say, on average, maybe three 
a year, where the department would be convened with Joe Sandler and Neil Reiff 
and they would revesil to us some of the guidelines for giving U.S. citizenship and 
subsidiary and what have you, check-tracking forms, completing the information. 
And that would occur roughly, as best I can remember, three times a year. 

Question. Were these accompanied by any written material? Were you provided 
a memorandum that explained the process? 

Answer. Yes, we were. 

Question. How did the DNC keep track of contributions? 

Answer. I think two ways. One through the AS-400, which is our worldwide, if 
you will, data base; and then through the donor coimcils or progreuns. 

Question. And if you could explain in a little more detail for each one of those 
the types of material that would be generated that would allow people to keep track 
of the contributions? 

Answer. The check-tracking form or word of mouth. Or those two lines of commu- 
nication. 

Question. If you wanted to know the donor history of an individual, how would 
you go about obtaining that information? 

Answer. I would either check with the donor councils or I would refer to AS-400. 
But AS-400, because we don’t have the labor to constantly update the records, some- 
body may have written a personal check and then a corporate check and not know 
that they are one and the same and, therefore, there are two records. So the integ- 
rity of the data is, in my estimation, not as clean as it could be, but it is a dump 
of everything. 
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An 3 ^ing that was on a check-tracking form, I assumed, went into the AS-400. 
But you don’t know if you are looking at one screen and there are four other screens 
or records that would track back to that individual. So, in addition to, or either/or, 
looking at AS-400 and also speaking to donor council folks. 

Question. Would you, yourself, check the AS-400 system for this type of informa- 
tion? 

Answer. Infrequently, because it’s an antiquated system and you could probably 
get the information faster by just asking a few staff people whether they knew of 
this person or not or what’s Ae history on this person or what have you. 

Question. Did the AS-400 provide an aggregate list of all contributions made by 
a particvilar individual? 

Answer. In some instances, yes. That’s what its design is for, I presume. But there 
are people you could pull up where you wouldn’t find all of the information, at least 
that has been my experience. 

Question. And why would that be? 

Answer. As I said before, I might not find them in one record, but somehow they 
could be embedded in another record. It just takes a lot of research and what have 
you to get to an exhaustive point where you feel comfortable that you have gotten 
every look of information that there is. 

Question. Now, you mentioned there were two ways of keeping track of the con- 
tributions. One was the AS-400, and you mentioned a second way, which was, and 
I believe I’m getting this right, through the donor programs. Did they keep informa- 
tion separate from the AS-400 system? 

Answer. I think that they kept the same information, but it was more up to date. 
For instance, if somebody’s address changed, it’s more likely to be changed on that 
Excel spreadsheet or Paradox or whatever that the assistant in the donor program 
is managing, but it may not make it to the AS-400. 

Because I wasn’t the only one that felt that the AS-400 was an antiquated system. 
And with Microsoft and Excel and everything else, you had things that were more — 
that facilitated the manipulation of information more so than the AS-400. Also, the 
AS-400 was designed for FEC reporting, and so it was just strict information for 
FEC rei)orts and not the way lists could be managed and information maintained 
on individuals as it covild be in the Excel spreadsheet by the donor programs. 

Question. Were all contributions, the amount of all contributions entered in the 
AS-400 system? 

Answer. I believe that, yes, they were. 

Question. Were lists of contributors circulated regularly amongst the Finance Di- 
vision staff? 

Answer. I don’t want to say — ^yes, they were exchanged among the staff. But the 
councils were pretty proprietary in terms of their lists. 

Question. Was there any type of regular circulation of finance information to keep 
everybody in the Finance Department abreast of who was making contributions? 

Answer. No. The trustee would not — ^wouldn’t necessarily give the National Fi- 
nance Council their trustee list to de-dupe. That, on occasion, would happen but not 
on a regular basis, no. 

Question. Aside from who fit into whatever subcategory in the tracking systems, 
was there an overall list of contributions that came in, just names of people and 
amounts of contributions that were circulated? 

Answer. That seems to probably be an unwieldy list. We had a million contribu- 
tions in ’96 and I have never seen a full document of the million contributions that 
came into the DNC, or the million checks that were written, but I’m sure it could 
be generated or has been generated as part of the FEC reporting and for other pur- 
poses. 

Question. Breaking that down, and I do well understand that is an awfully un- 
wieldy document if it were ever to be circulated, was there ever anjrthing circulated 
that would indicate contributions over a certain amount? 

Answer. That, again, would be council list $500 donors, $10,000 donors, $50,000 
donors, those lists were not freely circulated, but if you needed to know ami you 
were part of the system or you were raising money for that counsel and you didn’t 
want to duplicate effort, you had access to the list. 

Question. Who would you ask to obtain such a Ust? 

Answer. The council directors. 

Question. And they would be responsible for producing the list, for want of a bet- 
ter term, of their contributors? 

Mr. Reed. Let me object to the use of the term “responsible,” but go ahead and 
answer. 
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The Witness. And I don’t think it was a matter of responsibility. We’ve all 
worked for each other 3 and 4 years. Ari, could I see the trustee list or have an 
updated copy of the list. Sure, here’s the list, in my instance. 

Mr. Wilson. Sure, I understand the objection. What I’m tr 3 dng to get at here is 
whether there’s a way you could simply call down to some computer, that operator 
and say can you run me the list of managing trustees and you’d get that list. 

The Witness. No, it was pretty much that you would call the trustee director if 
you want the most up-to-date, if Chairman Fowler wanted the up-to-date list on the 
trustees, he would go to one of the three people working in the trustee division. He 
would not go to the computer — ^he may go to the computer and ask for everybody 
that gave me $50,000 and above over the last month and that would spit out one, 
but he may also ask Ari to give him what his recent list was. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever participate in discussions of how well certain programs 
were doing? 

Answer. I don’t think there was really ever a concern about this program. We’ve, 
every year, been successful in increasing the amount of money we’ve raised from 
year to year. There would be discussions of events that were business council events 
or whatever and we would put our focus to that event. I don’t know that there was 
ever a time where we were lagging in one or the other or vis-a-vis the other. 

Question. Did you ever participate in discussions with White House personnel that 
would analyze how one component was doing vis-a-vis another component? 

Answer. Not that I recall, no. 

Question. Do you recall whether 

Mr. Reed. By component, I take it you mean the various councils? What you 
mean by 

Mr. Wilson. Right. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever send lists of contributors to the White House? 

Answer. I believe I did, yes. 

Question. What types of lists did you submit to the White House? 

Answer. Lists of donors with names, addresses, phone numbers, fax numbers. 

Question. Were you ever asked for certain — were you ever asked for donors to be 
broken down under certain categories by White House personnel? 

Answer. I think for our Christmas fist, we had National Finance Council mem- 
bers, business council members, in that regard. I may have been asked for a minor- 
ity list. I may have been asked for a specific group, industry group or something 
like that, if I had that kind of a sort on a list from time to time, yes. 

Question. Were contributor lists by minority kept at the DNC? 

Answer. Well, I kept — I don’t know that they were kept as — like they’re coded, 
you know, by ethnicity in the AS-400, which is a central data base, but I certainly 
had a list of African-American donors or I should say I had a hst of donors that 
were contributed to events that were steered, chaired or whatever by African-Ameri- 
cans and primarily the groim on the list would be African-American. 

Question. Do you know if the White House ever provided the DNC with a list of 
birthdays? 

Answer. A list of? 

Question. Birthdays. 

Answer. No. I’m not sure I understand the question. 

Question. Just whether the White House sent over a list of individuals of any sort 
and what their birthdays were? 

Answer. I’m not aware of that. 

Question. There’s a term of art I’ve come across that I don’t understand. It’s the 
fund-raiser account. 

Do you know what that is? 

Answer. Yes, I’ve just learned about it through the deposition in the Senate, and 
I guess from a document I saw that had David Mercer, fund-raising account with 
the list of people that contributed and they designated into that account, is an ac- 
count that is a compilation of the events that you were associated with, and if a 
check came in around that time of an event or somebody participated in that event 
with the check, then they just assumed that it was under the Mercer account and 
put it into that account. 

I looked at a list in the Senate deposition and half the names I had never even 
seen before. Or if I did see them, they were on a guest list, but I did not bring them 
in. And then there was a component of those that I solicited and attended the event 
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that I was aware were coming and wrote checks. So it’s a wide range of what 
composes the fund-raising account. I didn’t have direct input into it and was never 
shown it before for me to revise or clarify or do any edits to. You’d have to ask the 

C eople who generated the fund-raising account or inputted the fund-raising accoimt, 
ecause I’m not sure. 

Question. Do you know who those people were? 

Answer. Which people? 

Question. The people who generated the fund-raising account. 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Did you have access to any data base kept by the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I would just like to get a little bit of background information on the pro- 
cedure by which checks were vdtimately deposited in the bank. You’ve described that 
information would come in, you put it on the check tracking form. Would you obtain 
that information generally before you received a check? 

Answer. Sometimes you had that information before you received the check be- 
cause they were going to be guests in a Presidential, Vice Presidential or principal 
event so you had the general information from them and they would be on guest 
lists or bios or whatever paper was submitted or gathered, and when you got the 
check and you filled out the form and you didn’t have the phone numbers, you tried 
to get the phone number or an add to Ae information you already had. 

Question. What would happen when you received a check at the same time that 
you would get the donor information? And I’m asking what would you do next? 
Where would you send the check? 

Answer. I would fill out the check tracking form and hand it in to whoever was 
collecting checks, with the check tracking form. Additionally, I would make a copy 
of it to rive to the council memWs as part of being responsive in making sure that 
somebody who gave a check became part of a program and had an ongoing dialogue 
with the institution through that program as opposed to them writing a check, going 
to an event and them never hearing from us again. 

Question. How would you handle situations where you, as you described pre- 
viously, where you get information about somebody in anticipation of the check com- 
ing in later? Specifically, would you hold on to the tracking form and wait for the 
check to come in and send it out at the same time? 

Answer. If I was working on a guest list, I would get the information that was 
required for the guest list, they would attend the event, if they gave us a check, 
I would have the check or somebody else had the check, we’d pull out a check track- 
ing form, fill out the information from the information on the guest list and the 
check, and hand it in. 

Question. Did the tracking form always go — ^when a check was sent to whoever 
received checks, was it always accompanied by a check tracking form? 

Answer. As far as I know. I don’t know of checks to us that didn’t have a check 
tracking form to it. 

Question. I’m not going to belabor this too much longer, but where did the track- 
ing form and the check go? 

Answer. I don’t know. You should talk to Joe Sandler or Neil or whomever depos- 
ited the checks. I don’t know. 

Question. But when you were putting it in interoffice mail or giving it to an assist- 
ant to move through the process, where did you tell them to take it? 

Answer. I could tell you now, I give it to &ott Foval, who is in charge of collecting 
the checks. I do not recall who I gave them to in the past. You can find that infor- 
mation out, but I don’t want to oner up names of people that I don’t know for sine 
were doing that. 

Question. Well, I’m not really interested in the specific names so much as just the 
process. If you’d say, take this down to such and such an office or — I just want to 
know where it went. 

Answer. I think it would go in our division to somebody, they would keep informa- 
tion on what money was coming in for all the events that we were doing, so the 
money worid go on a spreadsheet there. Then it would go to somebody to keypunch 
in the AS-400. 1 don’t know who that was, and then I guess they were compiled for 
deposit, I would assume, with Brad Marshall or somebody under his auspices, but 
I don’t know the full len^h of the process. 

Question. And I don’t mean to be argumentative, but I am just missing the compo- 
nent of sort of, if you had the tracking form with the check, literally to whom it 
would go next. It may not be there was one person. I don’t know. 

Answer. Our staffs have changed at least — it could be — I don’t know if it was 
Susan Lavine, 1 don’t know if it was Joan Kinney. I just don’t remember who it was. 
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Question. Actually this is my fault. I’m not so much interested in the name of the 
individual as the title or the office. 

Answer. It was in the Finance Division, just like Scott Foval right now is in the 
Finance Division. We give him the checks, he allocates it to the event, and depend- 
ing on what’s on the toacking form or it may be a check that came in that wasn’t 
assigned to any event, he put it to an event that’s current or something past. 1 don’t 
know. That’s what I thought would be a determination by the Finance Director who 
would look at the summaries and review that. 

Scott Foval then takes the check, and I’m not sure where he goes with it, other 
than making sure it gets iimutted in AS-400 and then to the Controller’s Office. Ac- 
tually, now it may be the Compliance Division, the Compliance Division as a sepa- 
rate division which was formed as a result of aU this. 

Question. Before November of 1996, did you ever, and I asked this Question before 
in terms of whether something came back and people were asking about propriety 
or impropriety of a check, but did anybody ever send the check and the tracking 
form back to you and say, where should we allocate this contribution? 

Answer. That may have happened. Do I recall any particular instance? I don’t. 
And it didn’t happen — if it did happen, it happened very, very seldom and infre- 
quently. I do recall one instance where I was working on the convention and it 
^ould have been allocated to a convention account and it got allocated to another 
event. That’s one instance, but I don’t recall others like that in response to your 
question. 

Question. Maybe if you could just give a general description of something that 
hopefully will save a httle bit of time on this and that is, one of the mysteries that 
we have received in production, many examples of fund-raisers that theoretically 
raised a certain amount of money, was put on spreadsheets, that sort of thing and 
I’d like to just get a general sense of how the moneys were attributed to certain 
events, who did it and how it happened. If you could just provide some sort of back- 
ground. 

Answer. There I would say are probably three, if not more points, where a deci- 
sion could be made on where that check got credited to. One is the person receiving 
the check, assuming that it was for a particular event and just putting that there, 
even if they had not worked on the event or they could have worked on the event, 
but they just asstimed it was for that event or it was in the same time frame as 
that event. It could have been a check that I received that I just put the information 
for that event, or it could be that an event was closed out that that person attended 
to and another event was still open, so I put that check to that account. 

Then there’s a finance director or there could be council directors who also do 
their own events who, we had a lot of crossover of donors, in talkine with one an- 
other. A donor may have said. I’m going to put it to this event and also told the 
other person that they were going to write $10,000 for that event, so there’s dia- 
logue as to where that goes, here’s a whole hybrid of where that allocation, and 
it’s strictly an internal, and not based in fact or legal or — we didn’t put it — ^we 
weren’t looking at it as that. We were looking at it for our ovim internal book- 
keeping. 

Question. You mentioned in your answer that sometimes events would be closed 
out. How did that process work? 

Answer. Meaning that they had met goal. An event’s goaled at $500,000. $500,000 
is in and above on that event, so why put money to that event and making it 580 
on a $30,000 contribution when you have a hole on an event that was supposed to 
do 500 and is only at 300. 

Question. So was the general practice, then, when an event had reached the tar- 
geted level of contributions that that account would be closed? 

Answer. I don’t want to say it was a general practice and, again, this is more an 
art than a science, but that would be the parameter that I would work under. There 
may have been oiiiers, the finance director included, who had other issues to deal 
with that I did not have to deal with or wasn’t aware of. I can only speak to — I 
would say what sense does it make to put a check for an event that’s over goal when 
it could go to helping out an event that is stiU under goal. 

Question. Just to return, very briefly, to something we were discussing in passing 
earlier, and that is screening contributors to determine whether the donation would 
be accepted or rejected. I^at is your understanding of the present procedure for 
screening potential contributors? 

Answer. The present? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. We have a Compliance Department. We gather the same information we 
did on the check-tracking form, and for that individual to be a west, either we sub- 
mit the information with Social Security and date of birth or the check, whichever. 
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and that information, and before somebody gets on a guest Ust, Paul Houghtaling 
in this department, the Compliance Department, does a, I don’t know what they do, 
but I’m sure they tap into data bases and if an 3 fthing comes up, then they’re not 
on the list. If nothing comes up, then they’re on the Ust, in a general sense. 

Question. How generally does this differ from the system that was in place prior 
to November of 1996? 

Answer. From the press reports, as you weU know, we did not have a CompUance 
Division. I thought that checks would get looked at from legal or other individuals 
and assiuning that there was a compUance because why collect aU this information? 
Why put them on ^est Usts, why submit bios, whatever, so I assume that was get- 
ting done, but evidently that was not being done, at least on the wholesale fasMon 
that it is now. It could have been getting done. 

I don’t have a judgment on that because I don’t know, I just assumed that it was, 
that something was being done. It was not my concern because I wasn’t an attorney 
and I wasn’t in a division vested in that to wonder how everything is being 
screened. That wasn’t my function. My function was gathering the information and 
submitting it. It would be more Uke putting the fox in charge of the hen house for 
me to be determining whether something is viable or isn’t viable, unless it was 
clearly obvious. 

Question. Were you ever aware that individuals who performed Nexis searches on 
contributor backgrounds no longer were employed at the DNC? 

Mr. Reed. I’m going to object to the question because it assumes that there was 
somebody performing Nexis background, and number two, that he knew that there 
had ever been a person. 

Mr. Wilson. Sure, and I’ll be very happy to take a few more questions to ask it 
that way. 

Mr. Yeager. If you could also include a time frame, too, Mr. Wilson. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Okay, I’ll include a few more questions about that. 

Answer. If I could make a comment at this point, too. 1 think we’re talking a lot 
in generalities and in vagueness with already the answers known and the docu- 
ments to support the answers, and I don’t know why we’re going through all the 
generalities when we could be just addressing the paper as I did in the Senate. So 
I’m feeling like we’re laboring through this. You already know the answers because 
you’ve seen the documents. I believe your question is did I know of a woman in re- 
search that left and, yes, I became aware that she left when all of this investigation 
started, but I did not know that they didn’t have anybody in research not doing 
Nexis-Lexis. But I’m just thinking that 

Question. Actually, to cut you off, that saves me asking the four or five questions 
that would have been required by setting up a foundation and asking about the time 
frame, and I’m perfectly happy to cut to the chase. 

Answer. I’m here to help. 

Question. Absolutely. 'That’s why I’m asking some questions like this without 
going through the “did you ever know” or “when were you,” and that certainly does 
help. 

Were you ever personally involved with Joe Sandler in asking for him to take a 
look at a particular contribution? 

Mr. Reed. Time frame? Any time? 

EXAMINATION BY MR, WILSON; 


Question. Any time. 

Answer. I don’t ever recall — I don’t recall talking to Joe and wondering whether 
this is good or not, whether this contribution is good or not. I don’t ever recall doing 
that. Most of those on a general basis, it would be between him and the finance 
director. I might — ^there might have heen an occasion where I heard about some- 
thing, but I don’t recall that and I wasn’t involved in it and it wasn’t something 
that I dealt with immediately so that I was then brought into ad^essing it with 
Joe and the finance director. 

Question. Are you familiar with FEC reporting requirements that applied to the 
DNC? 

Answer. I’m aware of the information that has been distilled by the legal counsel’s 
office as to what is required by the FEC. I don’t take part in any shape or fashion 
with the FEC filing of the DNC. 

Question. Do you know what information about a specific contribution must be 
disclosed to the FEC? 
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Answer. Other than the information that is asked for in the tracking form, I am 
not sure of other information that is required. 

Question. Just to recapitulate, before you mentioned the name and the address, 
were there other types, when we discussed the tracking form, different types of in- 
formation? Do you know with any specificity the information that was required by 
the FEC that was on the tracking form? 

Answer. I eun not sure what information was mandatory by the FEC or voluntary. 
I know that the events, the DNC contact and all that, I don’t believe is an FEC 
requirement, but I don’t know for sure. 

Question. Do you know whose responsibility it is at the DNC to file an FEC re- 
port, or the FEC reports that are required? 

Answer. I don’t know for sure. I am assuming it is Neil Reiff. 

Question. Are you aware of a report prepared by Ernst & Young regarding fiind- 
raising at the DNC? 

Mr. Yeager. Your question assumes that there was a report prepared by Ernst 
& Young. 

The Witness. What do I do? 

Mr. WllSON. I’ll be perfectly happy to 

Mr. Reed. You can go ahead and answer it. 

The Witness. I am aware that the DNC had Ernst & Young do a report. I was 
maybe shown a portion of that report at the Senate deposition, but I was not shown 
internally by DNC staff or any others what the results of that report are. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Did you ever meet with Ernst & Young employees in anticipation of 
their preparing a report? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with Chairman Fowler or Chairman 
Dodd about Ernst & Young and anything that they might be doing? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with Richard Sullivan about the Ernst & 
Young project? 

Answer. I may have, but I don’t think I did. 

Question. Were you asked to provide or prepare any information in anticipation 
of &e Ernst & Young report? 

Answer. I’m going to take a jump and I assume that it’s a tie-in. It was brought 
to my attention, and I was made to recall a conversation between Joe Sandler and 
I, who was asking how to contact Charlie Trie in order to contact three other donors 
that we viewed as his, his being the solicitor of I got him some numbers. I don’t 
know if it was Charlie’s and/or — if it was Keshi Zhan or not, but through Senate 
deposition, 1 recall that he had asked that and I don’t know if that was as a result 
of or a tie-in to the Ernst & Young report or not. I assume it was because it was 
all in review of contributions, but that is all that I know in regard to the Ernst & 
Young report. 

Question. Do you know and it’s a little bit difficult to separate what you now know 
from having read, presumably, an infinite number of news accounts on this subject, 
but prior to Ernst & Young completing its work product, were you aware of a cer- 
tain dollar amount of contributions that were being scrutinized? 

Answer. I only knew that from press reports. No one came down to my office to 
give me a briefing on how much we’re looking at, what universe, what people, who 
was under review, who wasn’t. I don’t have that information nor was it shared with 
me. 

Question. When Ernst & Young completed its work product, are you aware that 
they recommended that some checks be returned? 

Answer. I know that from press accounts. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with anybody at the DNC about returning 
contributions that had previously been accepted? 

Answer. Yeah, but it was before the Ernst & Young report. 

Question. Were contributions returned prior to Ernst & Young being engaged? 

Mr. Reed. The question is were they actually returned? 

Mr. Wilson. Correct. 

Mr. Reed. Or did he have information? 

Mr. Wilson. Correct. 

The Witness. I had information that a check, I think, from a Richard Tienken 
was returned, and that was in the span of October-December, but I don’t know 
when exactly that was. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Who provided that information to you? 

Answer. I believe it was with Richard Sullivan and Joe Sandler. 

Question. Are you aware of any other check contributions that were returned prior 
to Ernst & Young being engaged to do a report? 

Answer. Other than the one reported initially in the press from the, I believe it 
was a Choeng Am Corporation, $250,000 check, and I may have heard reference to 
a check being returned in a senior staff meeting prior to going out to California, 
in that time period, in the fall of ’96, and then reading about it and making the 
connection that that was maybe the check that they were talking about in the senior 
staff meeting. 

Question. At the time or after the time that Ernst & Yoimg made recommenda- 
tions about contributions which should be returned, were you involved in the proc- 
ess that involved returning the contributions? 

Answer. No. I wish I was, but I wasn’t. 

Question. Did you call anybody up to explain to them why their checks were being 
returned? 

Answer. No, I did not. And that was a — a concern was we’re wholesale sending 
these checks back and who knows for what reasons, for people that were tiying to 
be supportive and what have you, you just hated to see donors being rebuked by 
that, but not only that, but they go on public display, and they become vulnerable 
to the investigation, to the press and hounded and everything else, and so you’re 
seeing people that helped work with you for 4 years that are going under that scru- 
tiny. Now, who am I to say and pass judgment on whether that is undue or due 
for them to undergo, but to sit there ana see it happening, it was troubling. 

Mr. Reed. Excuse me, counsel, when you reach a convenient breaking point, I 
would love to break and use the rest room, if I could. 

The Witness. Ill do the same. 

Mr. Wilson. If we could go off the record. 

[Recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. What was Scott Pastrick’s position at the DNC? 

Answer. Treasurer. 

Question. Do you know whether he was responsible for providing the FEC filing 
material to the FEC? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you know whether he simed FEC reports? 

Answer. I think I may have heard that, but I don’t know for a fact whether he 
did or not. 

Question. What did you hear? 

Answer. That he may be the signator on the FEC report. 

Question. Are you aware 

Answer. In the press, I may have heard that, or seen it. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Pastrick was informed of all expenditures made by 
the DNC? 

Answer. No, I’m not aware of that. 

Question. Did you ever hear of a concern that Mr. Pastrick should not be kept 
informed of DNC expenditures for fear that he would pass information on to people 
at the White House about how DNC was spending money? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you know of a^one at the DNC who arranged for meetings between 
DNC donors and executive or Federal agency employees? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Do you know of any DNC employees who might have arranged for meet- 
ings between DNC donors and Federal or executive branch employees? 

Answer. I know that people have done it. I don’t know who did it on any particu- 
lar occasion. I’ve heard some press reports. And then I have been in touch with the 
executive branch or individuals there, letting them know that somebody may be 
called and to be as responsive as we could be. 

Question. Do you remember on whose behalf you made such calls? 

Answer. I don’t have an immediate recollection. I’m sure I could be refreshed with 
documents that I’ve submitted as a result of the subpoenas, but nothing jumps up 
at me about a certain request and how I went about following up that request. 

Question. Were you ever required to clear your contacts with executive branch em- 
ployees or did you just simply make calls to whoever was the most appropriate per- 
son to speak with? 
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Answer. Depending on the nature of the contact, some I would inform and others 
I would proceed because of the nature of the call. 

Question. Do you recall any situations where you actually would speak with some- 
body or did speak with somebody at the DNC before making a subsequent call? 

Mr. Reed. Call would include a contact of some kind? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Contact of some kind. 

Answer. I recall with a Rodney Ellis drafting a memo to members of Chairman 
Wilhelm’s staff and providing the information as to what follow-up has been re- 
quested with regard to the request, and it was decided that the request would not 
be made by Chairman Wilhelm. 

Question. Who is Rodney EUis? 

Answer. He’s a State Senator from Houston, Texas. 

Question. Did Mr. Ellis contact you directly to attempt to arrange a meeting? 

Answer. I think it was for a call to be made. I’m not sure it was for a meeting 
and I’m not sure if it was the Senator calling me or his staff calhng me, but there’s 
documentation on it. 

Question. Do you know what he wanted? 

Answer. I beueve it had something to do with contracting at the Department of 
HUD. 

Question. Do you have any other recollections of individuals who you spoke about 
to other DNC employees before making calls? 

Answer. None off the top of my heach no. 

Question. I’m going to provide the witness with a document that’s a memorandum 
to David Mercer from Pam Wakem. 

Mr. Reed. Is this going to be Exhibit 1? 

Mr. Wilson. Just to give you sort of a preview of the way this works, I may not 
include eveiything as an exhibit. 

Mr. Reed. Okay. 

Mr. Wilson. If it’s got very little relevance to an 3 rthing, it simply will be put in. 
Otherwise it might be. 

Mr. Yeager. Just also if I could, if you would reference each document by its 
Bates Number, it would help me keep track of what we’re talking about. 

Mr. Wilson. Sure. This memorandum is Bates Number DNC 3236708. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. IVILSON: 

Question. Do you recall whether you requested Ms. Wakem to prepare this memo- 
randum? 

Answer. I don’t recall that. 

Question. The “RE:” Line on the memo states Truman Arnold’s request for addi- 
tional information on servicing. 

Do you remember this request? 

Answer. I don’t remember this request particularly, but I do remember that we 
had two or three meetings upon Truman Arnold’s arrival as finance chairman and 
that this probably grew out of the meetings that we had and was a follow-up to 
those meetings. 

Question. This memo suggests that the DNC designate one person to be in charge 
of setting up meetings with agency officials. Do you know whether such a position 
was ever created? 

Answer. I don’t believe one was, but I don’t know that for a fact. But I was not 
aware that there was one such person to the best of my recollection. 

Question. The memo also refers to problems in getting lists of who was actually 
invited to White House events. 

Do you know whether the DNC ever successfully obtained this information from 
the White House? 

Answer. I think we did, not in a formal way, but there may be — ^that constantly 
was a problem. We wouldn’t know if a group had attended an event or not unless 
we were told by the particular supporter. 

Question. Was this a constant problem during the entire time you worked at the 
DNC? 

Answer. As far as I can remember. 

Question. Do you know from whom the DNC received the information requested 
in the memorandum about the list of attendees at White House functions? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Do you know who would have furnished the information that is dis- 
cussed in this memorandum about attendees at White House functions? 
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Mr. Yeager. Excuse me, I may have missed it. Did he testify that somebody did 
provide? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, actually I guess — I am not sure if he did or did not, to be per- 
fectly honest. 

Mr. Reed. Are you referencing the second page of the memorandum, the list prob- 
lems? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. There is a section that indicates that we had a point person in the 
White House. That person would be able to report back to us who is taken care of 
and if there is a problem. 

Was there ever such a person designated to be the liaison between DNC and the 
White House? 

Answer. Not that I am aware of. 

Question. Was there a person generally who handled this responsibility? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of, other than I — ^you may have had a donor that was 

f oing to an event and didn’t get in and then you’re hearing about it the next day. 
hey were on the list, supposed to be on the list, whatever. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll mark this as exhibit DM-1. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at end of the depo- 
sition.] 

Mr. Reed. Is this a copy we can keep? 

Mr. Wilson. Th^rocedure is as follows: We collect all the documents at the end 
of the deposition. The documents will be appended to the deposition, so when you 
review it, you will have them. 

Mr. Reed. We shouldn’t write on this document? 

Mr. Wilson. Please don’t, but if you do that would not be the worst thing. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever eat at the White House Mess? 

Answer. I believe once. 

Question. With whom? 

Answer. It was with, to the best of my recollection Patsy Thomasson and Miguel 
LaSalle and two others I believe were there. 

Question. Do you remember when this was? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Very generally. Do you remember the year? 

Answer. I would say it’s between ’95 and ’97 is the closest I can recall. 

Question. Was this a social visit? 

Answer. As far as I can remember, and the nature of the conversation seemed 
to be of a social nature, yes. 

Question. Do you recall whether you were there to discuss any business-related 
issues? 

Answer. I was there primarily just to — ^as an escort, if you will, an accompani- 
ment. That was pretty much my function. And I don’t recall any business or the 
purpose of it being for business. There could have been business around it, but I 
wasn’t aware of it. 

Question. When you say you were there as an escort, were you escorting a particu- 
lar person? 

Answer. I had — I don’t know if I met them there or made sure that they were 
cleared, and then went with them to the Mess or whether we met at the DNC and 
went over. I don’t recall. 

Question. Did you go to the White House on that occasion with a group of people? 
My confusion here is I know that Ms. Thomasson is a White House employee. 
Answer. Correct. 

Question. Were you there with Mr. LaSalle? 

Answer. I was tnere with Mr. LaSaUe, yes. 

Question. And is Mr. LaSalle a DNC donor? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Were there other individuals that you accompanied to the White House 
on that occasion? 

Answer. There were two or three other people in his group who I don’t recall the 
names or know who they were particularly. 

Question. And did you all eat at the Mess at that time? 
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Answer. Correct. 

Question. Do you know — how did one gain access to the White House Mess? 

Answer. I don’t know, other than I would assume that they call an individual who 
works at the White House who has Mess privileges and that person would serve as 
a host for them at the White House Mess. 

Question. Did you have to have an account to eat at the Mess? 

Answer. I don’t know the internal machinations of that. 

Question. Do you know whether the White House Mess — ^bearing in mind the defi- 
nitional problem here, but frequently used to entertain DNC donors? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Did you have discussions with other of yoiu* colleagues about taking do- 
nors over to the White House Mess to eat? 

Answer. There may have been an occasion where somebody said that a donor was 
going over. To me it was infrequent and I wasn’t focused on White House Mess 
privileges or people going to White House Mess for lunch. 

Question. Do you know specifically referring to your lunch with Ms. Thomasson 
and Mr. LaSalle, do you know who paid for the lunch? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you know whether there was ultimately any DNC reimbursement for 
the lunch? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did you ever draft suggestions of individuals to be considered as over- 
night guests at the White House? 

Answer. I don’t think — ^no, I don’t think I ever drafted anything like that or made 
a recommendation that somebody — and I don’t even remember knowing about it and 
it could have been just through press reports that I knew that there were sleepovers 
in the Lincoln bedroom and what have you. 

Question. Do you recall whether a donor ever asked you about spending the night 
at the White House? 

Answer. Certainly, after it was disclosed and in the press and why wasn’t I, yes. 

Question. Do you know if there were lists kept of individuals who might be consid- 
ered or should be considered for as overnight ^ests? 

Answer. I don’t believe I ever saw a list. And the first time I saw a list was in 
the press or in Time Magazine or something like that. 

Question. Did you ever travel on Air Force One or Air Force ’Two? 

Answer. I traveled on Air Force Two on one occasion. 

Question. Do you remember when that was? 

Answer. Probably in 1995, as best I can remember. 

Question. What were the circumstances of your traveling in Air Force 'Two? 

Answer. The circumstances were that Richard SiiUivan could not attend a fund- 
raiser in Atlanta, Georgia, and that on last minute 1 was asked to substitute for 
him, flew down commercially and took his place on the plane back from Atlanta, 
Georgia, that night, with Chairman Fowler to Washington, D.C. 

Question. Did any DNC donors accompany you on the leg that you were on Air 
Force Two? 

Answer. No, they did not. 

Question. Did you ever arrange for DNC donors to fly aboard Air Force One or 
Air Force Two? 

Answer. I don’t believe I ever did, no. 

Question. Did you ever make any suggestions for people who might be invited to 
fly on Air Force One or Air Force Two? 

Answer. I may have, but I don’t recall ever making a formal recommendation of 
who should fly on Air Force One or Two. I know people who have, but it was not 
as a result of my recommendation or suggestion. 

Question. Do you know if places were reserved on a regular basis for DNC donors 
at White House private dinners? 

Answer. Private dinners being 

Question. Again, I’m not going to be mysterious here, I do know that DNC donors 
went to White House dinners and that’s not an issue, but was there ever talk of 
reserving a certain number of spaces at White House dinners for donors? 

Answer. Not that I know of. I know that there were — if it was a State dinner, 
that you had people making suggestions from all over, from entertainment and 
whatever it was. But I don’t know what the formula was or if there was a formula 
or who made those decisions. 

Question. Did you ever make any suggestions for individuals to be considered for 
going to a White House dinner? 

Answer. Sure. 
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Question. Who would — ^what was the format of your making the suggestion? How 
would you do it? 

Answer. It would be a memo. For the most part it would be a memo to the finance 
director, who would take suggestions from staff as to people who might be interested 
in attending one of those events. 

Question. And when you say finance director, and bear in mind you did work 
there and have worked there for a period of years, are you referring both to Ms. 
Hartigan and Mr. Sullivan? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Generally speaking, and I don’t want to get into some definitional prob- 
lem here, but anything that might be regarded as a perk, going to the White House 
or visiting to do any number of things, movies or play tennis or whatever, how 
would you communicate somebody’s interest, if somebody asked you to do some- 
thing? 

Mr. Yeager. I don’t mean to pick at this, as matter of definitions, but I have to 
object as to the issue of clarity, I think. 

Question. You mentioned just a moment ago that you would prepare a memoran- 
dum for the finance director with a suggestion. Was that how you would generally 
make a suggestion as to a request to do something at the White House? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you ever call the White House directly to make a suggestion? 

Answer. I might have had a conversation with an individual or iniUviduals in the 
White House about the list, hut it was not my — my suggestion would be given to 
Richard or Laura. They would take that suggestion with other suggestions, they 
would prepare a master list, and then they would send that to the White House as 
the list from the finance division as to who would be invited. 

Question. Did you receive contacts from the White House directly to comment on 
people on the list? 

Answer. I may have, but I mean — I don’t recall specifically receiving those calls 
or who called me. I only say that because they may have asked me about who is 
this person or whatever, but I don’t recall that specifically. I think they would pri- 
marily go to the finance director first and then come to me. Depending on my rela- 
tionship with them, they may just call me directly with the finance director being 
unavailable. 

Question. Referring specifically to the White House dinners, do you know if access 
was restricted to a certain level of donor, certain financial level of donor? 

Answer. I don’t believe that’s the case. 

Question. Are you aware of invitations ever being given to donors .to psurticipate 
in trips outside of the United States with administration officials? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of, of who Cpmmerce or who Secretaries extended. 
I’m not aware. I may have been told by a donor that they were going on a trip or 
that they were going to be in the country at the same time, but I’m not aware of 
their machinations as to who got on the trip, what the requirements were and all 
that business. 

Question. Did you ever make any suggestions for a DNC donor to go on an official 
government trip outside of the United States? 

Answer. I may have been asked for names of people who fit a certain profile and 
provided a list of names that they then chose from. I don’t know if those people 
ended up on a trip, didn’t, or whatever, but that was the extent. And I might rec- 
ommend somebody, but I’d have to see whether, from paper, whether or not that 
person did get on a trip or whatever. Usually I didn’t know the following up or 
whatever. 

Question. When you refer to somebody of a certain profile, what would those re- 
quests have been? 

Answer. Businessmen in the telecommunications industry or women, or exporters, 
or along those lines. 

Question. Did the profiles ever include amount of financial contribution? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who made requests for such lists? 

Answer. In preparing for document requests, I recall MBDA, or Tracy Ransford 
at MBDA asking me. Phyllis Jones at USTR had asked me for certain — for names. 
Off the top of my head that’s what comes to me. 

Question. And MBDA is what? 

Answer. Minority Business Development Agency. 

Question. Did you ever receive a request for this type of information from the De- 
partment of Commerce? 
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Answer. MBDA is within the Department of Commerce, and Kathy Hoffman, who 
was in the Secretary’s office, may have asked me for names, but I don’t recall. We 
always had — we were friends from years back, so we always had considerations. 

Question. Do you recall a specific request being associated with a specific trip? 

Answer. Other than Charlie Trie, who was not part of the official delegation but 
was going to be there at a certain time that was around the time that the Com- 
merce Secretary and others were going to be in China, and that was making them 
aware that he was going to be there, and if he could be involved in the social activi- 
ties, you guys address the issue and deal with it. 

Question. Any other trips outside of the United States that you can recall? 

Answer. It’s just been brought to my attention, through the paper or whatever, 
Gary Belz, who was a supporter of ours out in California, who had a hospital in 
India or somewhere in that region and had met the First Lady, talked to her about 
it, and I wrote a memo following up that request, and at least doing due diligence 
and putting it on paper and having them address it accordingly as they saw fit. 

Question. Did you ever discuss recmests for appointments or placements on gov- 
ernment boards or commissions with DNC donors? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you — first generally, do you recall who you had such discussions 
with? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically, but it was a pretty general knowledge that 
there were boards and commissions and points of information as to how you would 
be considered for a board and commission. 

Question. And do you recall pacific individuals who might have 

Answer. I don’t, off the top of my head. 

Question. Did Charlie Tne ever have discussion about potential placements on a 
board or commission with you? 

Answer. Only after the fact, telling me he was being appointed to a board, which 
I believe was in Commerce, from what I have read in press reports. But I did not 
know prior to that he was being approved for a board, nor did I recommend him 
for. 

Question. Where did that discussion take place? 

Answer. Oh, I don’t recall. 

Question. Do you remember whether it was at a face-to-face meeting or whether 
it was a telephone conversation? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Did James Riady ever discuss with you boards or commissions and the 
possibility of getting a placement on a board or commission? 

Answer. No, he did not. And that’s also assuming James Riady — I know who he 
is. I don’t for the record except having met him once or twice and can pick him up 
in a photograph. But I didn’t dialogue with Mr. Riady. 

Question. Did Pauline Kanchanalak, and I will rettum and ask a few questions 
about Mr. Riady and Ms. Kanchanalak later, did she ever discuss with you possible 
placements on a board or a commission? 

Answer. She did not. 

Question. Did you ever receive requests from the Commerce Dwartment for sug- 
gestions to go on a board or commissions that were under the Cfommerce Depart- 
ment? 

Answer. I may have been asked for a name or two, but I don’t recall specifically 
what they were or who I may have provided them names, what names I may have 
provided them. 

Mr. Yeager. If I can interject a question, was it your understanding that the 
names you submitted, that those people would get on boards and commissions, or 
it was just a list of names? 

The Witness. No, it wasn’t. The way I perceived it was we deal with businesses 
and businessmen and women and community leaders and whatever, so we were a 
pool from which to get recommendations for them to include, among others, and 
that— just that they were in a pool, and they would be reviewed just like anybody 
else was. 

Mr. Wilson. I’m showing the witness the document that’s a memorandum to Art 
Swiller and Richard Sullivan from Eric SUdon and Jay Dunn, Bates Number DNC 
3052822, and I will note that Mr. Mercer’s name does not appear on this memoran- 
dum. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall ever having seen this memo? 
Answer. No, I don’t. 
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Question. Do you recall whether a list of recommendations for nominees to the 
President’s Export Council was prepared by DNC Finance? 

Answer. I don’t recall or don't know for a fact of whether or not that was pre- 
pared. 

Question. Did you receive any requests for recommendations for the President’s 
Export Council? 

Answer. I may have, but I don’t recall the Export Coimcil per se. 

Mr. Yeager. Let the record reflect that counsel is showing the witness DNC 
3052822. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know what the President’s Export Council is? 

Answer. I’d only be guessing. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s fine. I will mark this exhibit DM-2 and submit this for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-2 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Yeager. If I could object. I’m not certain why you would indude a document 
into the record that the witness hasn’t seen, didn’t author, didn’t receive and really 
hasn’t given any substantive testimony about. The inference might be that he’s tes- 
tified to the document when, in fact, he has not. 

Mr. Wilson. As an accommodation and courtesy to the witness and counsel who 
will be reviewing the deposition, they will have Ae document. If they want to re- 
view the document, they will be able to do so without having to make further con- 
tacts with us. 

Mr. Yeager. Is that what you would like to do? 

Mr. Reed. That’s fine. I appreciate the concern expressed, but I think the testi- 
mony is vepr dear, at least with respect to this particular document, that David 
never saw it, had no knowledge of it, and it would make it easier for our review. 

Mr. Yeager. Okay, objection is withdrawn. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether the DNC finance division ever suggested individ- 
uals to use the President’s box at the Kennedy Center? 

Answer. Yes, we did. 

Question. Was there a system for making recommendations to use the President’s 
box? 

Answer. Yes, there was. 

Question. And how did that work? 

Answer. I think you made recommendations in conjunction with the finance direc- 
tor or with, I believe it may have been Eric SUdon and Brooke Stroud, who did 
donor services, supporter services, DNC membership services, whatever we called 
it, and they would handle those requests and work with as liaison to the WWte 
House regarding that request. 

Question. Did you ever make recommendations for people to use the box at the 
Kennedy Center? 

Answer. I may have. I know that I had attended myself the Kennedy Center box 
on one occasion when it was available and no one was using it, and sometimes that 
occurred where staff, I believe, used the box for a matinee or some function that 
nobody was interested in. 

Question. Did you accompany a DNC donor on the occasion that you attended a 
performance at the Kennedy Center? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, the answer would be no. I believe I went 
with either a girlfiiend or fiiends or — because I remember being very relaxed. 

Question. Do you know who invited DNC donors to Presidential radio addresses? 

Answer. I don’t know what the system or who the point person was. It could have 
been membership services, but I don’t know. I don’t think I ever made a rec- 
ommendation or anybody addressed me about attending a radio address. 

Question. Did you ever attend a Presidential radio address? 

Answer. No, I haven’t. 

Question. Are you aware of whether the President held lunches designated for 
heads of corporations or CEOs of companies? 

Answer. Yes, I am aware of that. 

Question. Do you know whether donors were invited to these lunches, DNC donors 
were invited to these lunches? 

Answer. Well, I think CEOs were invited, and by virtue of their standing in the 
industry and their participation in the political process, some of them were donors, 
yes. 
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Question. Do you know whether spaces were regularly reserved for DNC donors 
at these lunches? 

Answer. I do not know that. 

Question. Did you ever make recommendations for DNC donors to attend movies 
at the White House? 

Answer. I don’t think I did, no. 

Question. Did you ever 

Answer. Best of my recollection, I don’t think I did. 

Question. Did you ever attend a movie at the White House yourself? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge as to whether Charlie Trie was invited to 
a movie or movies at the White House? 

Answer. I am not aware. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of whether Ted Sioeng was invited to at- 
tend a movie at the White House? 

Answer. I’m not sure. I mean I have seen the name Ted Sioeng, but I don’t know 
who he is or — but — so I can’t comment on whether or not he was invited. I don’t 
know. 

Question. Are you aware as to whether Mr. Arief Wiriadinata attended a movie 
at the White House? 

Answer. I’m not aware that he attended a movie at the White House. 

Question. And I will ask the same question of just a number of individuals. Mr. 
Bernard Bouschor. Do you know whether he ever attended a movie at the White 
House? 

Answer. I don’t know who that is either. 

Question. Do you know whether Johnny Chung ever attended a movie at the 
White House? 

Answer. I don’t know for sure, but he’s been there plenty of times, and maybe 
a movie was included. I don’t know. 

Question. Pauses are good things because I’m trying to work through a long list 
of questions and eliminate them, so bear with me for a moment. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Are you aware of DNC donors ever being invited to Camp David? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of, no. 

Question. Did you ever make any requests for donors to be present at Camp 
David? 

Answer. I did not, no. 

Question. Do you know whether donors, DNC donors, were ever selected to greet 
the President when he arrived in the city that the donor resided in? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you ever make recommendations for people to be included in the 
greeting of the President? 

Answer. I may have, yes. 

Question. How would you make those recommendations? 

Answer. To the finance director or to the event staff, depending on the cir- 
cumstance. It was very infrequent when I did do it or — and usually Qiey were the 
chairs of the events or the politician or the mayor and whatever. 

Question. Did anybody ever make a request of you to be included in one of the 
greetings of the Presidential events? 

Answer. All the time. 

Question. And how would you — if you thought it was appropriate to help them, 
who would you contact, and what would you do to help them attend such an event? 

Answer. Probably to Richard or Laura and then work with the events people if 
need be to follow up. 

Question. Did you ever obtain photographs of supporters with the President or 
other White House or executive branch dignitaries on behalf of DNC contributors? 

Answer. Did I receive photos? 

Question. No, did you ever help individuals obtain photographs that had been 
taken at a previous time? 

Answer. We had photos at events. We would get the contact sheet, and we would 
send out the photos. Sometimes they would get lost or whatever, and I may have 
gone over to me photo office maybe three times in the time I have been there and 
tried to track down a photo. But they were pretty much made available from the 
events. 

Question. Was there a full-time DNC photographer? 

Answer. I think we have had a DNC photo^apher, and I’m not sure — I mean, 
we are doing events all over the country, so there’s different photographers all over 
the place. There’s probably one or two D.C. photographers that we use or rotate. 
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Question. Do you know if there’s a photographer employed by the DNC? 

Answer. On a contractual basis? Yes. 

Question. Do you know if there’s a photographer employed as a full-time employee 
of the DNC? 

Answer. Not that I am aware of 

Question. You mentioned that you had been to an ofBce that, correct me if I’m 
wrong, I assumed it to be the White House Photographer’s Office on a couple of— 
on three occasions at the most? 

Answer. It was on the fovurth floor of the Old Executive Office Building, and I 
think the reason I say three times is because I think it was going back tiiere be- 
cause on the first half-hour I couldn’t find it, and going back on another day, and 
that’s what I recall from it. 

Question. Do you remember the occasion of yoim going to the office; who you were 
doing it on behalf of? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. There’s a term of art that has been used in documents called the birth- 
day project. Do you know what the birthday project was? 

Answer. It is the first time I’m hearing it, from you. 

Question. Did you ever see any lists of names that were provided to either you 
or the DNC by the White House? 

Answer. We may have seen a CEO luncheon list, Christmas hsts, and there may 
have been a list of a state dinner or whatever, which was also published in The 
Washington Post, but it was sporadic and intermittent. 

Mr. Rked. Let me interrupt. How are we doing time-wise in terms of taking a 
brief break to get some food and bring it up, or if you want to go off the record a 
minute and talk about this. 

Mr. Wilson. If we may, let us please go off the record. 

[Lunch recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Finishing up a line of questioning I was asking you earher, do you know 
whether DNC donors were ever sent birthday cards from the President by the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know of particular instances, but I know that we could request — 
there’s a form for Presidential correspondence, and you would — whether it was a 
condolence letter or birthday or celebratory or whatever, you would make that re- 
quest on a form and send it to the membership services person who would then for- 
W£ird it, and I don’t know who they forwarded it to. 

Question. This was a DNC form that would go to the DNC Membership Services 
Office? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Did you ever fill out such forms? 

Answer. I fill^ out, I believe, some condolence forms for the death of a family 
member or a notice of somebody’s death or whatever. 

Question. Did the White House ever contact you to ask for further information 
about your requests? 

Answer. Not that I recall, no. 

Question. Did you know whether your requests were followed up on and honored 
by the White House? 

Answer. I don’t know for sure, because I didn’t see the letter, and, in most in- 
stances, I didn’t get feedback from the supporter that, thanks for where I got this 
letter or whatever. Maybe one occasion somebody said that they received a letter, 
but I don’t even recall. 

Question. I had asked you just before our break about lists of names provided to 
the DNC or the White House. My recollection was I asked you whether you ever 
saw any lists of names that were provided to you, of names by the White House, 
and we were discussing officied events and that sometimes official events lists would 
come back to you; is that correct? 

Answer. 1 beheve so, yes. 

Question. Did the White House ever provide any lists of names that they antici- 
pated might be followed up for soliciting contributions? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of, no. 

Question. Did you ever receive any communication from White House employees 
about following up with individual potential contributors? 

Answer. No, o&er than they were cleared for the event and let them know, or 
something like that. But on an ad hoc casual basis of given an event or something 
like that, but not out of the blue get a call and say, get back to them on this issue 
or something like that. 
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Question. I’m actually asking a slightly different question. Maybe I didn’t ask the 
question, but what I’m getting at is do you have any recollection of somebody from 
the White House calling up and saying, you should call Mr. or Ms. X and ask them 
for a contribution? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of a repository of information that has been described 
with the term of art as the White House database? 

Answer. I am now, through the discussion in the press and the ’Truman Arnold 
involvement. And when I say involvement, his thinking that they were working with 
a White House database. Where — I don’t know where it is; I have never seen any- 
thing from it and didn’t know about it before that. 

Question. When did you first become aware of the White House database? 

Answer. I believe when the press accounts started. 

Question. Did you have any Knowledge of the White House database prior to read- 
ing about it in the press? 

Answer. I didn’t know they had a repository where they managed hundreds of 
thousands of names, no. 

Question. Did either you or any of your colleagues in finance have access rights 
to any White House database — let me rephrase that, to any list of names kept on 
a computer at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Reed. With respect to you. 

The Witness. With respect to 

Mr. Reed. The question was do you or any of your colleagues, and I want to make 
sure that your response is to the question. 

The Witness. Repeat the question, please. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did either you or any of your colleagues have access to any computer- 
ized lists kept in the White House? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of 

Question. Do you know of any employees — just to back up for a second, there are 
a number of employees that were paid salaries by the DNC who worked at the 
White House. Do you know of any — first of all, do you know of any employees paid 
by the DNC who worked at the Wnite House? 

Answer. I may have heard that somebody was, in gossip or as a result of the 
press, but I do not know for a fact who was, who is, who wasn’t. I didn’t know that. 

Prior to the press accounts, I did not know who was on DNC payroll as far as 
the White House was concerned except for maybe some of the consultants, the poll- 
sters. But I didn’t know who was listed as a DNC volunteer, getting paid from the 
DNC, working at the White House for a fact. 

I knew that people were haisoning for the DNC, but I didn’t know how they were 
paid or what have you. 

Question. Is it fair to say, then, that if you were communicating or contacting 
somebody whose salary was paid by the DNC at the White House, you had no idea 
where their salary was being paid? 

Answer. That would be correct. 

Mr. Yeager. If I might inteiject. Were you aware prior to press accounts that 
there were DNC people paid or DNC paid people at the White House? Did you know 
that for a fact? 

The Witness. I knew that that was a possibility, but I didn’t know who was on 
that list to being paid by the DNC. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether any DNC officials or staff received lists of names 
from the White House that were not simply lists of attendees at functions? 

Answer. Not that I am aware of 

Question. Were you aware at the time or are you aware now of any information 
that relates to contributions to the DNC that might have been kept in any White 
House computer databases? 

Answer. No. 

Question. If you could, to the best of your recollection, who did you work with at 
the DNC when it came to providing lists of potential invitees to political or official 
events at the White House? I know you mentioned Mr. Sullivan before, but beyond 
Mr. Sullivan. 

Answer. That would be primarily the person that would gather and actually send 
it over. It was usually the finance director. Or it could have been the membership 
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services people, I think Eric Sildon, Brooke Stroud, who, I think up through ’96 
were doing that kind of stuff. 

But that was primarily what I was aware of was the process of— and I had at 
one point, I think either ’95 or ’96, helped gather the lists for submission to Richard 
for Richard to submit en masse to the White House for Christmas, Christmas cards, 
and also invites. 

Question. Did you ever work directly with Mr. Sildon? 

Answer. I didn’t work directly with him. I interacted at points with him. 

Question. Did he ever contact you to provide suggested names for events? 

Answer. I mean, nothing specific comes to mind, but I’m sure we did. I mean, that 
was almost 3 years ago, so I don’t really recall it being but on an intermittent basis. 

Mr. Wilson. I have given the witness a document. It is Bates Niunbered DNC 
3096880. It’s a letter from Vice President (^re to the executive director of the DNC, 
B.J. Thomberry. And if you would just take a moment to review the letter, please. 

EXAMINATION BY MR WIISON: 

Question. This letter discusses an agreement between the Vice President and the 
DNC to maintain at the DNC a list of names provided by the Vice President. Were 
you aware of any such agreement? 

Answer. I was unaware. 

Question. Did the DNC have an autopen for the President’s signature? 

Answer. I heard a rumor that one would have been made available, but I don’t 
know if one actually existed at the DNC. 

Question. Did you ever have any need or occasion to have documents signed by 
an autopen for the President or Vice President? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. There have been instances when people have re- 
quested signatures, and you submit the photos to the political staff, and they either 
autopen it or get orlmnals, and you can never tell the difference, and return it to 
them, the donor. But I did that very infrequently. 

Question. Did you ever draft letters to DNC supporters that were signed with an 
autopen on behalf of the President? 

Answer. Not that I recall, no. 

Question. Do you know of any other letters 

Answer. Well, let me back up and say that I drafted letters that would go into 
programs for events that would eventually be autopenned, and they would be in toe 
inset of the programs for events. But I was taking your question to mean letters 
that went out to supporters and whatever. 1 don’t rec^ ever having had that done. 

Question. Who was in charge of toe process when you drafted letters that would 
be included in programs that were signed with the autopen? 

Answer. Anything that had to do with it going under his signature would go 
through the politico division of toe White House, and others maybe, but I don’t 
know what the process was internally of who would review it and sign off on it. 

Question. Do you recall dealing directly with members of toe political affairs sec- 
tion in toe White House on any particular inserts or programs that you drafted? 

Answer. Not specifically. And generally it woiild get circ^ated around toe White 
House: Legal, toe Chairman’s offices, and then sometimes, most of the time, toe 
event staff would send it over to people who were doing toe logistics, worHng with 
White House events, would send it over and they would get toe material approved. 

Question. Did you ever receive letter requests from DNC donors? And what I 
mean when I say letter requests, did you receive letters from donors that would 
make a request of you that you would follow up on? 

Answer. For toe most — sometimes, but I would try to have them directed to toe 
people that they were asking to. I would suggest that, because to start anything in 
Washington you need to have it on paper, and I suggested to them that toey write 
directly to toe individuals they were seeking information from, for the most part. 

Question. Did you ever obtain any gifts or White House memorabilia for DNC do- 
nors? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How would you go about doing that? 

Answer. Upon getting — ^upon having the request made, I woidd ask toe person 
who was responsible for that for chains or key chains or pens, and this one re- 
quested it, and give it to them. And toey were also parts of our events. Usually 
toere’s a gift, a table gift or whatever, at our events. 

Question. When you were obtaining sometoing for a specific donor, outside of a 
big fund-raiser type of event, what types of things might you have offered? 

Answer. Key chain, pen, cuff links. 

Question. Any other things that you can recall? 
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Answer. Pads. 

Question. Did you ever recommend any DNC contributors to play golf with the 
President? 

Answer. I don’t think I did, no. 

Question. Did you ever arrange for DNC supporters or request DNC supporters 
to watch sporting events at the White House? 

Answer. No, I didn’t. 

Question. Did you ever attend any of the President’s daily scheduling meetings? 

Answer. No, but I may have — and this is probably in list meetings where the 
schedule of social events was — no, I didn’t. 

Question. How frequently were the list meetings held? Were they weekly meet- 
ings? 

Answer. No. And I seem to recall I maybe was there four or five times under those 
auspices, and I don’t know if they still continue to have them or when they ended 
them or — I’m not sure. 

Mr. Wilson. I have given the witness a document. It is what appears to be a call 
sheet. It’s Bates Numbered DNC 3233338, and it has an entry that says, Mercer 
3/22, and what appears to be a message which is as follows: What about In^a with, 
or W slash. First Lady to advise supporters how they can be involved. 

Earlier we were talking about trips with delegations outside of the United States, 
and you mentioned a particular individual named Belz relating to a trip to India. 
Do you know if this has any relationship to that? 

Answer. I don’t know for sure, and I don’t know if it directly relates to Gary Belz, 
B-E-L-Z, but it could have been. 

The reason why I’m not sure is because when I can recall Gary mentioning it and 
the event with the First Lady, it was in December of the year, and I believe it was 
’95, and this is dated March. And 1 don’t know whose call sheet this is, so I’m not 
sure if that was it particularly, but it could have been. 

Ms. Cleary. Can you teU us what this document is? 

Mr. Wilson. I honestly cannot. It’s a document produced by the DNC. It may or 
may not have been produced with the lion’s share of documents from the DNC. They 
have not been identified as to source. This might have been, I just honestly do not 
know. 

It is probably a call sheet from Richard Sullivan. It’s the format of Mr. Sullivan’s 
call sheets, and I would say that it is a call sheet prepared for Mr. Sullivan. 

I would like to mark this exhibit DM-3. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-3 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Have you ever met Mark Middleton? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. I don’t recedl the first time I met him. It could have been in Arkansas, 
just seeing him. But the first time I remember exchanging pleasantries was the year 
of the Ol 3 mpics, and that is because it was at Charlie Trie’s home, and there were 
several folks there watching the opening of the Olynyiics that I attended. 

Question. Have you ever been contacted by Mr. Middleton outside of a social set- 
ting in an official capacity? 

Answer. He may have called me once after that meeting or that group at Charlie 
Trie’s and said, it was good to see you, and asking me about the convention, but 
that’s the last that, or even prior to that, that I can recall Mark ever calling me. 

Question. Do you recall whether he made any revests of either you or your col- 
leagues at any time during your employment at the DNC? 

Answer. He didn’t make them of me. I don’t know if he made it of others. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton affiliated with the DNC in 1996? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. I believe you have answered this question, but just to follow up on one 
other thing, were you ever aware that Mr. Middleton was asked to serve on the fi- 
nance board of directors in 1996? 

Answer. It wouldn’t surprise me if that was the case, but I don’t recall anybody 
ever telling me that he was being asked to serve on the board. 

Question. Were you aware that Mr. Middleton was doing fund-raising on behalf 
of the DNC? 

Answer. I assume that he was having conversations with Truman Arnold and pos- 
sibly Richard, but I didn’t know the nature of those conversations and what he was 
asked to do, what he suggested he do or anything of the sort. 

Mr. Reed. Is there a time frame on that question? 
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Mr. Wilson. I’m actually purposely leaving it very broad, subsequent to the time 
of the meeting until the present. 

Mr. Yeager. Was there a time frame with respect to that assumption you just 
talked about? 

The Witness. That assumption would be during the Truman Arnold chairman- 
ship. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever have conversations with any DNC donors during which 
they discussed Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. Did you have any conversations with colleagues at the DNC during 
which they discussed any role that Mr. Middleton might have had in organizing 
fund-raising events? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know Holli Weymouth? 

Answer. The name doesn’t strike out at me, no. 

Ms. Cleary. What was that name again? 

Mr. Wilson. Holli, H-O-L-L-I, Weymouth, W-E-Y-M-O-U-T-H. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Ms. We 3 rmouth is an employee of Mr. Middleton’s. Do you recall ever 
having been contact^ by Ms. Weymouth? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you recall ever receiving any telephone conversations from 
CommerceCorp, which is Mr. Middleton’s business? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Did you ever receive any calls or have any contacts with Yusuf Khapra? 

Answer. The name doesn’t — I don’t know who that is. 

Question. Mr. Khapra is a White House employee who worked with Mr. McLarty. 

Answer. Now that you put it — he worked with Brian Bailey, I believe, and I think 
I met Yusuf during the list meetings. 

Question. Do you recall any subsei^uent contacts between the two of you? 

Answer. I think I may have run into him 2 or 3 months ago. He’s now working 
in the private sector. I can’t remember where, but we have passed by each other. 

Question. Prior to November of 1996, were you ever aware of Mr. Middleton using 
the White House Mess? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’ve given the witness a document which is Bates Number DNC 
3022305. It’s headed “Meeting with Mike Middleton and Sinar Mas Group Delega- 
tion.” This document does not have Mr. Mercer’s name on it. I provide it just for 
the purpose of asking whether you have any recollection of any contacts with Mr. 
Middleton in relationship to the Sinar Mas Group. 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Have you had any contacts with Alejandra Castillo relating to the Sinar 
Mas Group? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. I believe this is the first time, to the best of 
my recollection, that I’ve ever seen this Sinar Mas Group on paper or heard about 
them. 

Mr. Reed. Can I interject? What is edible oil? 

Mr. Wilson. I have no idea. 

Mr. Reed. I’m very concerned about that. You see what I’m referring to. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve seen odd things in many of the documents we’ve looked at. There 
is one thing I will not ask the witness to do, and that is to try to figure out what 
edible oil is. 

Mr. Reed. Maybe it’s cooking oil or something like that. Edible oil, okay. 

Mr. Yeager. If I might, I take it that you haven’t seen this document before? 

The Witness. That is correct. 

examination BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. You indicated a few moments ago that you have met Charlie Trie. 

Do you recall when you first met Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I believe the first time was during the gala preparations of 1994. It 
would be in the summer of 1994. 

Question. Do you remember the circumstances of your meeting him? 
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Answer. That he was participating in the gala. We had several staff rooms or a 
hallway that had different rooms, and I met him in one of the staff rooms, and I’m 
not sure who introduced us, but I remember that’s where I first met him. 

Question. Do you know or have you met Mr. ’Trie’s wife? 

Answer. I beUeve I have met his wife at an event or two. 

Question. Do you recall when you first met her? 

Answer. The image that comes out is I think there’s an organization, national 
Asian organization, I believe the President was speaking at, not affiliated with the 
DNC or any other, and he had several guests, and we met at the top of the esca- 
lator, and has wife was with him, and I met her. That was probably ’95. But I could 
have met her before, but it doesn’t stick out at me. 

Question. Have you ever asked Mrs. Trie to contribute money to the DNC? 

Answer. I didn’t have a relationship to the extent of— I’m not even sure if she 
speaks English. I just never dialogued with her. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie made a contribution in connection with 
that 1994 gala mat you discussed earlier? 

Answer.! believe he made a $100,000 contribution. 

Question. Did you contact Mr. 'Trie in relationship to that contribution? 

Answer. I did not 

Question. Do you know how he came to make that donation? 

Answer. I do not know. 

Question. Do you know who amongst your colleagues, if any of them, contacted 
Mr. Trie about mat donation? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

I need to make a correction. The date I first met him, I believe, was — to the best 
of my recollection, I think it was 1993. 

Mr. Reed. But the event and everything else you’ve described is the same. It’s 
the date that is different? 

The Witness. Correct. 

Mr. Reed. Okay. 


EXAMINATION BY MB. WILSON: 

Question. Just to return to that for a moment, 1993. 

Is it fair to characterize what you said is that he was a participant in the 1993 
Presidential gala? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. Where was that held? 

Answer. I envision the Washington Hilton, the one up on Connecticut Avenue. 

Question. Do you know if he had made a political contribution in order to attend 
the gala of 1993? 

Answer. I am assuming that the $100,000 contribution he made was attributed 
to the gala, and he served as a cochair or vice chair of that gala celebration, is my 
understonding, to the best of my recollection. 

Question. So your recollection is that he made a political contribution at the gen- 
eral time of the gala in 1993? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Do you have any particular reason to recall that? Tm just trying to nail 
down the time of this contribution. Is there any particular reason that that sticks 
out in your mind? 

Answer. Yeah, because I’ve been asked about it and been thinking about it, and 
from the Senate depositions and compiling paper and seeing it in handing over the 
gala information and seeing that Chiu'lie was a vice chair. I mean, the dates may 
be off, but I’m pretty much — ^in the framework of what we’re talking about, I’m giv- 
ing you the best of my recollection of it. 

Question. In 1994, returning to the 1994 Presidential gala, was Mr. Trie also in 
attendance at the 1994 gala? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I’m trying to. The next follow-up of Charlie 'Trie is the ’94 
birthday, August birthday party, which I know he contributed to, was an event that 
I worked on, and that’s what comes to recollection. But I’m not sure, he could have 
also taken part in the ’94 gala as well, but I’m just not siu^ of that right now. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with Mr. Trie about where he would be seat- 
ed at the gala? Ill ask this about either the ’93 or the ’94 gala, because I have seen 
information that indicates that he had contacts about where he would be seated at 
one of the Presidential galas. Do you recall any contacts with Mr. Trie about this? 

Answer. I’m not sure that I talked with Mr. Trie about where he was sitting, but 
I know that there were conversations with staff or others about where he would be 
seated, and I summarized that in a memo. 
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Question. Do you recall who the memo was addressed to? 

Answer. I believe it was John O’Hanlon, but I’m not altogether sure. 

Question. I think this is probably the memo we’re referring to. If you would just 
take a moment, this is a memorandum from Mr. Mercer to John O’Hanlon. It’s 
marked F 0045W8. 

Answer. If I may comment. I will stand corrected again and say that it was the 
’94 gala where I first met him as opposed to ’93. I did not know Charlie, I believe, 
in 1993. I believe the first time was in ’94. 

Question. This memo helps you to recall that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How does the memo assist you? 

Answer. Because I knew that I had met him at a gala and then saw him at — 
and talked to him about the Presidential birthday, but 1 couldn’t remember if it was 
’93 or ’94. But this memo helps me, because of the date of the memo, know that 
it was in 1994. 

Question. Who is Mr. O’Hanlon? 

Answer. He is a friend of Terry McAuliffe’s, who had come in to help us with 
preparations for the gala. 

Question. Was he a DNC employee at the time? 

Answer. No, I think he was aoing that on a volunteer basis. 

Question. Do you know where Mr. O’Hanlon is employed? 

Answer. I think he has his own firm here in D.C. 

Question. I just want to foUow up a little bit. There is an entry in this document 
under Mr. Trie’s name, and it indicates that he gave $100,000— quote, that I believe 
went to health care, unquote. I just wanted to follow a little bit up on this contribu- 
tion for health care, was there in the finance division a separate account or dedi- 
cated place where contributions would go relating to health care? 

Answer. I don’t know the specifics. I know we had a health care campaign, but 
I don’t know if there was a pacific account to which a check was written or to 
which funds were deposited. But I do know that there was a campaign to raise 
money for health care and also to promote health care in general. 

Question. If you could, maybe you could provide just a little more background on 
the health care campaign. 

Mr. Yeager. I’m going to object on relevancy grounds. If you could explain why 
you’re inquiring into the health care campaign. 

Mr. Wilson. I actually haven’t asked my question yet. I will explain, and that 
is simply that funds were raised, this is part of the fund-raising, and that’s basi- 
cally — I can’t think of anything more actually. 

Mr. Yeager. You can ask about this peirticular contribution. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I certainly won’t ask about the content of health care proposals, but I 
just wanted to get a little more background, and to the extent that you can sort 
of provide a little bit of background. 

When did the health ceire campeugn at the DNC begin? 

Answer. As far as I can remember, it was in the ’94 — ^year of 1994, but I don’t 
know when there was a begin date and end date, whatever, because I wasn’t in- 
volved in the machinations of that as well. 

Question. Were people approached specifically about making contributions to a 
health care campaign? 

Answer. I believe so, but I don’t know specifically who did and who was solicited. 
I wasn’t part of that — ^those discussions, and I wasn’t aware — I was aware of a cam- 
paign, but I wasn’t aware of what the specifics of it were. 

Question. Just ti^ng to get a Uttle sense here whether people were requesting 
money to go into that, or whether people would contribute to the DNC and then 
their money would be put in a separate nealth care account. 

Answer. That, I don’t know about. 

Question. Did you have any conversations with Mr. Trie about this particular con- 
tribution discussed in the memo? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. I think most of this information is gleaned, articu- 
lated in my words, but gleaned from conversations had among staff or people deal- 
ing with the gala preparations and through secondhand information summarizing 
it. So John was aware of it, and I was being helpful in bringing stuff together, and 
whoever wanted to double-check on this or whatever was free to do so. 

Question. Do you know who first approached Mr. Trie about maldng a contribu- 
tion, if anybody approached Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I don’t. 
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Question. When you were having the conversations you just referred to, was there 
somebody among your colleagues who knew Mr. Trie and provided information to 
you that allowed you to put this entry into the memo? 

Answer. I don’t know if I talked to Terry or Richard Mays, and they provided that 
information. I don’t even recall — it doesn’t come to mind where I was standing with 
them or talking with them about that. I just don’t recall who per se gave me this 
information. 

Question. Another entry in this particular memo is a reference to a cancellation 
of a health care luncheon with senior administration officials. 

Do you know whether Mr. Trie was scheduled to attend the health care luncheon 
referred to in this memo? 

Answer. Other than the reference there, I don’t have any specific knowledge, nor 
was I aware of the circumstances of what luncheon that’s even referring to. 

Question. If you could perhaps just provide a little explanation, there’s a note at 
the bottom; “His table should be a ‘B’ table at minimum.’^ 

What does that mean? 

Answer. I believe you would divide the hall into A, B, C colors, gold, silver, what- 
ever. Since he was sitting at the President’s table, he also had guests coming, and 
while that table didn’t need to be an A table, it should maybe be in the middle of 
the room and not in the rafters. 

Question. I was actually going to ask you about. There’s handwritten notations 
on this document that says “President’s table.” Is this your handwriting? 

Answer. I believe it is. 

Question. Is the President’s table and a B table the same thing? 

Answer. That would be a triple A table. He himself would be recommended to sit 
there with other guests. 

Question. Do you recall whether the handwritten notation came — do you recall 
when you entered the handwritten notation into this memo about President’s table? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Do you recall any conversations between yourself and other people, or 
between any of your colleagues, that would have prompted you to put the hand- 
written notation “President’s table” onto the memo? 

Answer. No. It could have been just doodling. It’s kind of repetitive to the content 
of the entry underneath Charlie. 

Question. Actually, I don’t want to belabor this too long, but my impression from 
reading this was that Mr. Trie was going to attend this event, and that at a mini- 
mum he should have a particular type of table, and it’s almost in the nature of an 
upgrade here. He was upgraded from — ^he should be getting a certain type of B table 
to suddenly the President’s table. So my questions are more directed at what 
changed the sense of the memo? I may be wrong. It seems to me that the sense 
of the memo is changed by the handwritten notation. 

Answer. Let me clarify the impression. I think he was recommended to sit at the 
President’s table, him as one inmvidual. He had guests coming, 10, 15 guests, and 
that what table do we give them, which is the parenthetic notation, his table, or 
I should say the Charlie Trie table, which would be used to place his wests at 
would be a B table. So we’re talking two different things, somewhat related, but not 
as connected or consecutive or an upgrade as you phrase it situation. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie did sit at the President’s table in the 
’94 gala? 

Answer. I believe he did, yes. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. Trie was seated at the President’s table? 

Answer. I can only speculate, as I was only passing on information, and there it’s 
a recommendation. Who makes all the final decisions I don’t know. I can say from 
my standpoint is him being a strong supporter and a strong supporter at that given 
event was being recognized as a strong supporter at that particular event. 

Question. Who made the final decisions on the seating at this particular event? 

Answer. I do not know other than I would assume that the White House and peo- 
ple in the White House. But I don’t know the individuals in the White House would 
take whatever recommendations came from us as a unit and would mull it over or 
decide if that was appropriate or what have you. But I don’t know who. 

Question. Do you know who else sat at the President’s table for that event? 

Answer. I have no recollection of that. No, I don’t. 

Question. Did you ever have any subsequent discussions with Mr. Trie about the 
1994 gala? 

Answer. I think he had requested a video that was shot like standard videos are 
at galas, shot, and asking if he could get a copy, and I’m not sure if I was able to 
get a copy of it or not. 
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Question. Do you know if he provided any feedback on whether he was pleased 
or not pleased with his seating? 

Answer. I believe he was pleased with the whole thing. I don’t recall any negative 
feedback coming from it. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll mark this document Exhibit DM-4 and submit this for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM— 4 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I will provide the witness with a document that is marked F 
0045837, it’s a facsimile transmission from Daihatsu International 'Trading, Incor- 
porated. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall having any discussions about any of the individuals who 
are listed under the designations “Table 1” and “Table 2” in this fax transmission? 

Answer. I remember or recall receiving this and submitting it as two tables under 
the Charlie Trie name. I don’t remember talking about individuals on the particular 
list. 

Question. Do you know who Jody Webb is? 

Answer. Looldng at this now, I believe Jody — and I think I saw some — it may 
have been in the Senate hearings or whatever in reference to Jody, and it clicked 
to me that he was an assistant of Mr. Trie’s prior to a Marfiia Shoffher being an 
assistant to Mr. 'Trie. 

Question. Do you recall ever meeting Mr. Webb? 

Answer. I don’t recall meeting him. I think I only had talked to him on the phone. 

Question. Did you have any subsequent contacts with Mr. Trie about obtaining 
photographs from this particular event? 

Answer. I may have, but I don’t recall having those conversations. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll mark this document Exhibit DM-5 and submit that for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-5 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Between the date of the 1994 gala and August of 1994, do you remem- 
ber whether you had any meetings with Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I could have and probably did, but they don’t stick out at me. 

Question. Do you recall whether you had any contacts with Mr. Trie by telephone 
or any other? 

Answer. I’m sure I did. 

Question. Do you know whether you saw him socially at any time between the 
gala and August of 1994? 

Answer. I have on one or two occasions had dinner with Charlie or drinks, and 
the time I told you that I was — I had visited his House for the opening of the Olym- 
pic ceremonies. 

Question. Was that the 1996 summer Olympics? 

Answer. Correct. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a fax transmission. It is two pages in length, 
and the first page is Bates marked F 0045404. 

The second page of this document is a letter to the board of directors of 700 New 
Hampshire Avenue, NW. It’s a letter from Mr. Mercer, and it’s my characterization 
that it’s a reference for Mr. Trie for an apartment. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you draft this letter? 

Answer. Yeah, I think I did draft it, with some language that they may have pro- 
vided. I’m not sure, but, yes, I believe I drafted it. 

Question. Do you recall whether they sent you, in anticipation of your drafting the 
letter, another draft of a letter like this? 

Answer. I don’t recall that, but there’s a note about two drafts for Mr. Trie’s ref- 
erence. But I don’t recall there being two drafts or there being any drafts. I know 
that I drafted a letter. 

Question. Did Mr. 'Trie request that you provide a recommendation? 

Answer. He and/or maybe Martha Shofiher may have asked or told me of the need 
for a reference letter and if I could provide one, and I agreed to. 
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Question. Had you ever met Martha Shoffner? Have you ever met Martha 
Shoffher? 

Answer. I believe I have, yes. 

Question. Do you recall when you first met Ms. Shoffher? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Do you know whether you met her prior to the 1994 gala? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did, and I don’t believe I met her before I met Charlie. 
But that’s what I recall. 

Question. Do you recall when Mr. Trie — well, let me back up for a moment and 
ask you, how did Mr. ’Trie approach you about the recommendation letter, or his 
employee? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, and it’s going off the top of my head, I 
believe it was in a phone conversation and sharing with me the need for reference 
letters in order for him to secure an apartment at the Watergate. 

Question. Were you told whether anybody else would be providing a recommenda- 
tion for him? 

Answer. That I don’t recall. 

Question. Did you ask anybody else to provide a reference for Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I may have suggest^ or — may have suggested to Charlie, and 1 may 
have asked Richard Mays or Ernie Green or somebody that he knew already from 
Arkansas that I was working with as well, but I don’t recall — 1 can’t recall who it 
was and whether or not that actually occurred. 

Question. Do you know whether any other individuals did provide recommenda- 
tions for Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I’m not sure if Richard did or Ernie or — I’m not sure. I think I may have 
seen a letter, but I can’t remember if I have or not. 

Question. Were you surprised that Mr. Trie was asking you for a recommendation 
for the apartment? 

Answer. No, I wasn’t. 

Question. Based on, and this is my characterization, a fairly infrequent or infi-e- 
quent contact or very few contacts, did you feel that you knew him well enough to 
provide a recommendation? 

Answer. Ill say that I knew of his background sufficiently to communicate that 
he was somebody that we could trust because he gave us $100,000, he’s from Arkan- 
sas, he has been a supporter of the Governor and the President, and that other peo- 
ple are associating with him, so I assume that that is somebody who, having those 
ties and those relationships, was a nice person, and I found that to be my experience 
in the interaction that I (fid have with him. 

Question. When he made the request of you to provide a recommendation, did you 
make any inquiries about him? 

Answer. I don’t know if it was prompted by his request for this letter, but just 
as we are always doing in our business is finding out who is related to who, how 
did you meet him, or how did they get involved, or where are they from, all of that 
stuff just is part of the process, part of the business. It’s not any particular focus, 
but you’re constantly doing that (lay in and day out, and fintfing every day all kinds 
of new relations and history and what have you, but you don’t have all sets of facts 
in front of you at any one point certain, and you guys know that as well as I do 
just in the fact that you’re speaking to so many people trying to get that informa- 
tion. 

Question. Did you know of any closer acquaintances of Mr. Trie’s than yourself 
in Washington at the time who might have been asked to provide recommendations? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Did you know of any closer acquaintances than yourself in Washington 
or in the Washington area who might have been asked to provide recommendations? 

Answer. If you’re asking was I told by Martha or Charlie who else made rec- 
ommendations? 

Question. No, no, do you know — did you know at the time whether Mr. Trie had 
any friends or acquaintances, closer acquaintances than yourself, in the Washington 
area? 

Answer. Yes. I would think— I assume that the Arkansas band of people know 
each other and that he was part of the Arkansas crew. So anybody from Arkansas, 
I would assume — if I met somebody new from Arkansas, I’d ask them do they know 
Charlie Trie, do they know Richard Mays, do they know this person or that person, 
you know, that they have been working with for the last 8 to 12 years, who knows. 

Question. Actually one of my last questions on this subject is that there did seem 
to be people around that knew Mr. Trie or might have known him for a period of 
time, and not to characterize you as a relative stranger, but you’ve probably known 
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him less time than others. Did you think it was odd that he was turning to people 
who he had not known for a long time to get a recommendation for this apartment? 

Answer. That never dawned on me. 

Question. Did you know at the time that Susan Levine provided a recommenda- 
tion for Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I did not know that. It is the first that I am knowing of it, or being in- 
formed of that. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with Mr. Trie about his plans to move to 
Washington? 

Answer. Other than his moving up here to fiirther expand Daihatsu Corporation. 
I didn’t discuss — I didn’t know if he was getting out of the restaurant business. I 
didn’t go into aU kinds of details of what the nature, how he was setting things up, 
no. 

Question. Did he explain to you what Daihatsu was? 

Answer. In a nutshell, that it was an import/export, and maybe strategic planning 
on exporting, in that marrying businesses together. 

Question. Did he tell you when Daihatsu was foxmded? 

Answer. No, he didn’t. Or at least I don’t know when Daihatsu was founded. 

Question. Do you recall having any conversations with Ms. Shoilher about Mr. 
Trie’s move to Washington? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically focused on the move to Washin^n, and I 
thought that he had been coming here pretty remilarly in any event. I^ not even 
sure that he was living somewhere else before the Watergate. I don’t recall any of 
that kind of conversation going on with Martha Shoffher. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll mark this document Exhibit DM-6 for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-6 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document that’s Bates Number DNC 
1275756. It’s a memorandum to Martha Shoffner from Mr. Mercer, dated August 
22, 1994. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall whether you drafted this memorandiun? 

Answer. I know it’s a memorandum that I produced, yes. 

Question. Do you remember whether you sent this memorandum to Ms. Shofiher? 

Answer. I prooably did, yes. 

Question. Did Mr. Trie request that you draft this memo? 

Answer. I think it was my initiative of having a meeting and wanting to follow 
up in my normal course of things, and that I drafted the memo so I could make 
sure we didn’t leave things that needed addressing or issues that came up and put- 
tiiw it on paper and worlung with Martha to address them. 

Question. The first sentence of the memo refers to a meeting with Mr. Trie. 

Do you recall when you met with Mr. 'Trie? 

Answer. I don’t, but it’s highly likeW that we met maybe at the DNC or over cof- 
fee or over a drink or something. But I don’t recall where the meeting was. 

Question. Is the memo an accurate reflection of what was discussed at yoiu* meet- 
ing with Mr. Trie? 

Answer. Based on the memo, that’s what I would be — I would assume was dis- 
cussed in the meeting, or referenced in the meeting. 

Question. Do you mow why Mr. Trie was requesting — in the second paragraph 
there’s a reference to putting out a search for a tape that included Mr. 'Trie from 
the Presidential gala. 

Answer. I thiiiK it’s because he was seated at the table, and it would have been 
nice, just as a picture request, to have the video of the gala that he supported. 

Question. Do you recall whether the tape was found? 

Answer. I don’t believe it was. 

Question. Do you recall whether a tape was actually made at the gala? 

Answer. I believe a tape was made at the gala. 

Question. Were videotapes typically prepared for Presidential fund-raisers of that 
magnitude? 

Answer. For galas I think they were. I don’t know if they continued to be. 

Question. The third item in the memo discusses a letter inviting Mr. Trie onto 
the finance board of directors, and you state that this request is being processed and 
that you are meeting with Mr. Terry McAuliffe to discuss this request. 

What were the prerequisites for becoming a member of the finance board of direc- 
tors? 

Answer. I think it was raising $250,000, a collection of writing, raising, however 
getting to $250,000. 
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Question. Had you had discussions with Mr. Trie about raising that amount of 
money? 

Answer. I presume that we did, yes. 

Question. Do you recall whether he 

Answer. From the standpoint that he had already written a check for $100,000, 
again to whom I don’t know he gave the check or whatever, but all our donors, they 
all talk to each other, they all socialize, the^re at events together. One says. I’m 
on the finance board, and the other is just a trustee and wants to finds out how 
they become a finance board member. I say, these are the requirements, then I for- 
ward it to the person, Terry McAuliffe, who manages the finance board, and that’s 
the process. 

Question. The memo here, though, indicates that the request for the letter is 
forthcoming, which indicates based on what you’ve just said that there was an in- 
tention to invite Mr. Trie onto the finance board of directors. Is that a fair charac- 
terization? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What was Mr. McAuIiffe’s relationship to Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I don’t know beyond the fact that he knew Charlie Trie, and I’m sure 
knows him, but I don’t know to what extent and to what degree. 

Question. Did Mr. McAuliffe ever discuss Charlie Trie with you? 

Answer. We may have had discussions about Charlie, but I don’t recall the nature 
of them. I mean, I would assume, since I’m making reference to conversations, but 
I don’t see it in front of me, having those. 

Question. Do you recall whether Charlie ’Trie actually made the request of you to 
be a member of the finance board of directors? 

Answer. I don’t know if he made that request of me or if he was querying about 
it. I don’t have a specific recollection of how the subject matter came up and if he 
was requesting of me to make the request, or whether or not he had spoken to Terry 
about it and he wanting me as a staff person to follow up and see that it gets done, 
them both being principals and not focused and what have you, and me just gen- 
erally putting the pieces together so that what they talked about would be imple- 
mented. 

Question. Do you recall whether there was a formal decision that would have put 
Mr. Trie on the finance board of directors? 

Answer. I believe he became a finance board of directors member. How formal, 
informal — I mean, it’s cut and dry; people who can raise that and agree to. There’s 
some that don’t, that take up space on the board, but others that do. Usually you 
take people’s word that the/re going to be supportive, they’ve demonstrated sup- 
port, or they had supported it with another client 8 years ago and wish to be so 
now, or with the party, and you hope that they do. 

Question. I think you’ve answered this question adready, but just to reput it, you 
have indicated that the threshold was $250,000. Do you have any recoUection of Mr. 
Trie indicating to you that he would write or raise an additional $150,000 beyond 
what he had already contributed? 

Answer. I assume that that conversation went on, because, 1 mean, in August he 
also — I think he contributed in June, and then he also contributed in August to the 
Presidential birthday party. So he was on that track to doing just that. So I pre- 
sume that those conversations had been had. 

Question. Did you at the time have any concerns about inviting Mr. Trie onto the 
finance board of directors? 

Answer. I had no concerns. Whether it was in a situation that here is a guy who 
wrote a $100,000 check, Arkansas ties and part of the family, if you wiU, or con- 
versations that he and/or my finance chairman would have had and I’m just follow- 
ing up on that, it’s not for me to have those concerns unless something was pre- 
sented to me by Charlie, which nothing was, for me to be concerned to follow up 
the way I was either instnicted to or beUeved that 1 should follow up on. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. McAuliffe raised any concerns? And 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. I’m not sure I established whether you spoke directly with Mr. 
McAuliffe about this, but did you speeik with Mr. McAuliffe about this matter? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically talking to Mr. McAuliffe about it, but I woiild 
assume we had some conversation, I just don’t recall the specifics. And I don’t recall 
there ever being concerns about Charlie Trie and his membership on the board. 

Question. Could we go off the record please for one moment? 

[Brief recess, 2:35 p.m. to 2:45 p.m.] 

Mr. Wilson. Let’s go back on the record. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Referring again to the memorandum, the fourth item refers to a Com- 
merce Department trade mission to China. 

Do you recall whether Mr. Trie requested to be part of this trade mission? 

Answer. I don’t think he requested to be part of the trade mission, but I remem- 
ber vaguely him telling me that he was going to be there at the time, and were 
there any activities that he could participate in. 1 believe then that I spoke with 
a Kathy Hoffman and let her know of his being there, and what he did there. I’m 
not sure, and what they included him in. I’m not sure as well. 

Question. And who is Kathy Hoffman? 

Answer. She was a special assistant to the Secretary of Commerce and is now de- 
ceased from the plane tiiat went down in Croatia, or Bosnia. 

Question. Is it your recollection, then, that Mr. Trie mentioned to you that he was 
going to be in China at a certain time, and then you contacted somebody at Com- 
merce to find out whether anything was happening? 

Answer. What would be the process or if anything could happen, right. 

Question. Did you know that there was going to be a mission of any sort to China 
before Mr. Trie mentioned this? 

Answer. I may have been aware of it, but I’m not sure who brought it to my atten- 
tion. 

Question. Had you had occasion before to speak with Ms. Hoffman? 

Answer. I’ve known Ms. Hoffman — ^I knew Ms. Hoffinan for probably 5 or 6 years 
prior to the administration. 

Question. Had you made other inquires of— inquiries of her prior to the one we’re 
discussing involving Mr. Trie? 

Answer. Involving Mr. Trie in particular? 

Question. Well, rm thinking prior to the time that you called her up and men- 
tioned the circumstances around Trie’s visit to China, had you had other occasions 
to call her up and ask about Department of Commerce issues or trade issues? 

Answer. I don’t specifically remember trade issues or the specifics of any con- 
versation, but I do know that we kept in touch as friends and we kept in touch — 
I had worked for Ron Brown and his candidacy to the chairmanship, so we were 
both close to the Secretary, so him being a former DNC finance — a former Chair- 
man, I k^t her abreast of his friends that he may not be able to have kept in touch 
with as Secretary, which were people that I had known over the years, briefing 
through her to the Secretary activities that he would be involved with from events 
to briefings or whatever that the Secretary may have been involved with regarding 
DNC business. On those issues, yes. 

Question. Had you worked at the DNC when Mr. Brown was the chairman? 

Answer. I worked for his election, and then I may have been there for several 
weeks once we won. That was prior to graduating from Principia College. 

Question. Was that just as a — were you a paid employee at that time? 

Answer. I was a paid campaign staffer, and I may have been switched over to 
DNC payroll for, I don’t know, a couple of weeks. Then, I went to work for — ^then 
I went back to Principia and then to the Christian Science Monitor. 

Question. Where did you first meet Mr. Brown? 

Answer. As a little kid, when I was in New York, maybe at a convention in 1980 
or even before then. 

Question. And how did you come to meet Mr. Brown? 

Answer. My mother was close with the African-American leadership of New York 
and we would go to functions and I would see Mr. Brown or Basil Patterson or Percy 
Sutton or Charlie Rangel or whomever. 

Question. Do you recall whether you made any suggestions to Ms. Hoffman that 
Mr. Trie should be placed in the official delegation in the China trade mission? 

Answer. I don’t think such a request was made. It was simply that there are going 
to be activities and if there sire, and it’s appropriate with you guys, to let you know 
that Charlie will be there, and if there’s a way for him to be involv^, then you guys 
involve him if you feel fit to involve him. 

Question. There is an indication here that Mr. Trie will receive notification of the 
mission’s activities. 

Do you know whether Mr. 'Trie did receive notification of what was going to be 
happening in the mission? 

Answer. I presume he did, but I don’t know for a fact that he did and who trans- 
mitted that information. 

Question. Is it fair to say you did not transmit to him any information about the 
trade mission? 
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Answer. That’s correct. I don’t believe I received the Secretary’s schedule and then 
faxed it off to him. I don’t believe that happened. 

Question. Do you recall whether Ms. Hoffman told you that she would provide in- 
formation directiy to Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I don’t recall if that was shared with me or not. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie actually did participate in any of the 
activities of the trade mission? 

Answer. I don’t know for a fact what he participated in during this period or that 
trade mission. 

Question. Do you know if he attended any events at aU? 

Answer. I believe he maybe attended events, but I don’t know what events, and 
if, in fact, for sure that he actually attended. I assume that there was a connection, 
and something happened because I don’t recall there being any chagrin over, oh, 
gosh, that covddn’t happen or this didn’t happen or whatever, but then, again, that 
doesn’t say that things didn’t happen. I don’t remember any follow-up or additional 
stras taken. 

Question. Did he ever have a discussion with you where he mentioned what he 
did when he was in China at this time? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. You also state in this memo that you requested background documents 
regarding Mr. Trie. 

Why did you request this information? 

Answer. We pretty much had bios as a matter of course, not necessarily proce- 
dure, but bios on most of our trustees or major supporters, and they may even be 
kept with the business council, in that when we’re preparing event briefing memos, 
we write a one or two-Une sentence and we pull that from the bios, so it’s just good 
to have on file so that from event to event that they may participate in, you don’t 
have to constantly recall what they’re involved in, what their history is or what 
have you. So I was requesting that so it would make it easier for us to work with 
Charlie, with him being the trustee. 

Question. Did Ms. Hoffman request any information about Mr. 'Trie? 

Answer. I don’t recall her requesting. I think that Mr. Trie was known by those 
at Commerce, but I don’t know who knew him or didn’t know him or what lus rela- 
tionship was, and only after he was appointed to the Commerce board did I know 
that he had a formal relationship with Commerce. But I assume that he had infor- 
mal relationships there to begin with. 

Question. On what do you base that assumption? 

Answer. One, because he was appointed to a board and commission at Commerce; 
two, he was from Arkansas and pretty much people generally had an idea of who 
FOBS were, and I just seem to recall that he — it wasn’t hke Charlie didn’t have a 
facility for moving around or being involved in our activities. As I met him, he was 
already involved. So I assumed that he knew his way around. 

Question. Do you know Jude Kearney? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie knew Mr. Kearney? 

Answer. I do in retrospect know that he had a relationship with him from Arkan- 
sas, but I don’t know what the relationship was here in Washington. 

Question. How did you learn that? 

Answer. Either from one or the other. 

Question. From either Mr. Trie told you or Mr. Kearney told you? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. The memo also indicates that Mr. Trie informed you of business inter- 
ests in Macau. 

Do you recall what Mr. Trie told you about business interests in Macau? 

Answer. 'That there was a development he and a Mr. Wu were working on and 
that it was a development of beach front property for hotels and whatever mse prop- 
erties, property development, and they had a prospectus, I believe, that I was given 
or shown tiiat laid out what they were involved in. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie did send you information following the 
request that you have indicated in the memo? 

Answer. Send me a bio? 

Question. Yes, do you recall whether he did? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. Aside from using it for the purposes you described, incorporating it into 
background information, do you recall whether you did anything else with that in- 
formation? Did you send it to anybody else? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did, but I could have. 
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Question. Do you recall at the time whether Mr. Trie said anything more about 
Mr. Wu? 

Answer. No, I don’t, and I have met Mr. Wu twice or maybe three times at an 
event or two. Mr. Wu, I don’t believe, spoke English and it was just a perfunctory 
nod and hello when we did meet. So I didn’t have any interface with Mr. Wu. 

Question. Did you get any biographical information on Mr. Wu at the same time 
Mr. Trie sent information to you? 

Answer. No, I didn’t. Not that I recall or have seen. 

Question. The last thing on this memo that’s mentioned is that there is a request 
for a copy of Mr. Trie’s schedule so that meetings can be scheduled upon his return. 

What meetings were— did you envision would be scheduled on his return from 
China? 

Answer. I don’t have a recollection of the meetings, and if in fact there were any 
meeting scheduled. 

Question. When you were speaking with Mr. Trie prior to the memo being pre- 
pared, do you recall discussing subjects that would require you to get back together 
and have meetings? 

Answer. His schedule — he spent probably half the year traveling back and forth. 
He would land in town and he would ask me what events were taking place, or we 
would set up a meeting with the chairman, but 1 don’t know from year to year just 
how that schedule worked. It was pretty much an ad hoc and on and off again. 

Question. My understanding is this is perhaps the first time you actually sat down 
wi^ Mr. Trie and had a, what could be characterized as a business meeting. I don’t 
want to improperly characterize it, but I think we’ve established you had met him 
at a fund-raiser, maybe theH were a couple of contacts and phone calls. 

Did Mr. 'Trie have any other issues that he discussed with you at that time that 
are not embodied in the memorandum we have just reviewed? 

Answer. Not at this time, no. That I can recall, no. 

Question. Do you know whether, and I ask this in a contemporaneous manner, 
did you know at the time of the meeting, within a few weeks either side of it, wheth- 
er anybody at the DNC had done any research as to Mr. ’Trie’s background or his- 
tory for the purposes of establishing whether it was appropriate to put him on the 
finance board of directors or accept contributions? 

Answer. I’m not aware of that. 

Question. At the time, the time being August 22, 1994, the date of this memo and 
the weeks before and after it, what was your imderstanding as to where Mr. Trie 
had obtained his money? 

Answer. Like any other donor, I don’t know where they get their money, other 
than their business, and to go further, I did not ask Charlie 'Trie or any other donor 
where, and you can imagine if I were to ask you if you were to pay me something 
where you got your money from, I would never ask a person ttat question. I 
wouldn’t even — &ere would be other signals to suggest that somebody was getting 
it other places before I asked where they got their money if I would ask at all. 

Question. Did you ever have any conversations with Mr. Trie’s finances with any- 
body at the White House? 

Answer. Never. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll mark this document Exhibit DM-7 and submit that for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-7 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I give the witness a document which is marked DNC 1277750. It is a 
fax transmission from Daihatsu International Trading Corporation. 

The first page is a letter from Jody Webb to Mr. Mercer. 

For the record’s sake, I would note that the fax transmission indicates it was a 
five-page document and I’ve only provided three pages to Mr. Mercer and that is 
because we have only received three pages. The three pages that have been fur- 
nished are marked serially in the Bates Numbers. There is no break in the Bates 
Numbers, but we do only have the three pages. 

Mr. Reed. Is the date on this fax at the top August 24 or some other date? If 
you can teU? 

Mr. Wilson. I would represent that it is August 24. The copies we receive are 
often poor. I don’t think I have a better copy than anybody else, but I believe it is 
August 24, 1994. 

Mr. Reed. The reason I ask, it does appear to be August 24. The first line of the 
letter is, “Thank you for your fax summary dated August 28.” 
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Mr. Wilson. That mystery goes right in with the additional pages that have not 
been produced. 

Mr. Reed. It could be they used the same fax legend. Sometimes you have the 
little sUps of paper. 

Mr. Wilson. Right. 

Mr. Reed. We are at 3:02. If you think we can get through this document in a 
couple of minutes, then we can break. 

Mr. Wilson. I was going to ask a couple of questions about this document. 

Mr. Reed. Not to cut it off, but we can always continue on Monday. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. After that, it would be a perfect time to break. Had you met Mr. Wu 
prior to Aumst of 1994? 

Answer. I don’t know if I met him at the gala or not. 

Question. What was your understanding of his relationship with Mr. Trie? 

Answer. That they were associates, business associates. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge at the time of what Mr. Wu’s business in- 
volvements encompassed? 

Answer. Other than the mention of the Macau development, I didn’t know who 
or what he did beyond that. 

Question. The letter here states that they had received notice that it would not 
be possible for Trie to host a reception for the trade mission. Do you recall commu- 
nicating that information to Mr. Webb? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. It reads we have received notice. I think it would 
have referred to me giving that notice if I had given it, but I don’t beheve I gave 
them that notice. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of how that might have been commu- 
nicated? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. The letter also reguests further information regarding the trade mis- 
sion. Did you send any further information? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. I don’t recall having any information on that. 

Question. Were there any subsequent contacts between yourself and any Depart- 
ment of Commerce officials? 

Answer. There could have been follow-up with Kathy within the day or two or get- 
ting a number where they could have contacted Charlie or something like that, but 
I don’t recall specifically. 

Mr. Wilson. For me, this is an appropriate time to cut things off Does anybody 
have a comment? 

Mr. Yeager. No, that is fine. 

Mr. Reed. That is fine. We will come back at 1 o’clock on Monday. 

Mr. Wilson. Come back at 1 o’clock on Monday. 

[Whereupon, at 3:05 p.m., the deposition was recessed, to reconvene Monday, Au- 
gust 25, 1997, at 1:00 p.m.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 



448 


MEMORANDUM 

TO: David Mercer 

FR: Fran Wakem 

R£: Tniman Arnold's Request for Additional 

InformatioD on Servicing 
DT: March 13, 1995 


Servicing Members - What Would A Point Person Do? 

One of the benefits offered to BLF members is the ability to use our council to help them set 
up meetings with the administration, the agencies, and Members of Congress. 

It would be very beneficial for the DNC' to have a point person either here in the office or at 
the White House who could facilitate these meetings. Oftra times an agency is very unwilling 
to help a 'money person* get a meeting with the cabinet member himself or herself or that 
person’s chief of staff because they are afraid of being scrutinized by the press. This causes a 
big problem for us. 

Some of the problems that we run into presently when trying to set up meetings are: 

1. Too many requests coming from too many different people here at the 
DNC. It would be helpful if all requests went through one person. 

2. There are always a lot of requests in with varying cut off dates. The 
person who would be the so called point person would have to be aware 
of all the different deadlines and be sure to stay on top of the requesu. 
There is nothing more embarrassing than getting back to someone after the 
event has passed. Also, you have to stay on top of the schedulers - more 
often than not, they do not get back to you in a timely fashion. 

3. It would make the most sense if requests could be made from someone at 
the White House whose only job is to take care of DNC donors. I know 
that a scheduler in a Senate office would pay more attention to a notice 
coming out of Public Liaison or Business Liaison than the DNC. 


; EXHIBIT 

i iX-i - 


■ iiii- 

DNC 3236708 
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Aside meeting, other requests that often come up from BLF members are: 

• Private tours 

• Pictures signed 

* Boards and Commissions requests 

* Members wishing to be included on Cabinet Secretary and 

Presidential Delegations overseas 

LIST PROBLEMS 

I am sure you know that we have had numerous problems with the Social Secretary’s office. 
One thing in particular that would be helpful vrauld be if they could provide us with lists of 
people who are invited to White House events. As it stands now, when an event comes up, we 
submit a list of names to be invited. However, we don’t know who off that list was ever 
actually invited or not. This makes it very hard for us to follow up with our people who were 
invited and *get credit* for going to bat for them. It's a small thing to ask for some reason has 
been very difficult getting an accurate reason why we cannot receive a list after invites have 
been mailed. 

If we had apoint person in the White Hod'se, that person would be able to report back to us who 
was taken care of and if there is a problem fi.e. * someone important was not on a list they 
should have been on), that person could solve it internally. 

MATERIALS 

We have recently been approved for funding for our BLF brochure. It took six months for this 
to happen. One thing that is helpful in getting our Vice Chairs etc. ready to help us fundraise 
and bring in new members is if they can have their own siadonary and business cards. Once 
again, this seems like a small thing to ask, but it has been next to impossible to get the DNC 
to sign off on some of the vital materials we need to do our job better. 


I hope this information is helpful. Please call me at 7136 if you have any questions. 


CC Sullivan 


lilillllllliilllllllilllliilllii DNC 3236709 



450 


Manoruduni 

TO: Ari Swffler 

Richard Sullivan 

FR: Erie Sildon 

Jay Dunn 

RE: Nomineea to the President'i Export Council 

DT: January 24, 1994 


The Commerce Department haa aiked that DNC Finance aubrnh recommendaliona for nominees to the 
President'a Export Council by the end of today, Mooday, January 24. 

They are cunemly seeking minorities and women to serve. The nominees must be CEOs of companies 
dealing in export businesses. 
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M EMOR ANDUM 


To: John O’Hanlon 
Fr: David Mercer 
Dt: June 18, 1994 

Re: VIP requests 


The following requests have been made by our wriiers/raisers. They were indicated on the 
commitment forms I filled out, but I wanted to make sure you were aware of them. 


Lee Howley 

Mark Middleton (Lee has also called to invite him; no confirmation yet.) 

Matt Gorman, Business Liaison Director, Department of Treasury (Lee also invited him; 
no confirmation yet.) 

Bob & Sheila Johnson 

I've impressed upon them the need to get their guest list in. Michelle Curtis, Bob's 
assistant promised to get them to me this Sunday. They have two 25k tables, so I'm sure 
they should be assigned a couple of VIPs. We’ll have to reconcile their request with our 
first-cut assignments. 1 -.>T 

Yah Lin Trie 

Trie was promised a seat at the President's table in a meeting between Terry and Richard 
Mays. He gave 100k that I believe went to healthcare. Due to a cancellation of a 
healthcare luncheon with senior administration officials he was also promised a table at 
the dinner. (Note: His table should be a "B" table at minimum) r’,cA..c>iur' ^ 

Richard Mays/James Simpkin 

They brought in Peter Lehrer of Lehrer McGovern Bovis and a major Mexican delegation 
of developers and businessmen heavily involved in NAFTA. They request VIPs in the 
following sectors:NAFTA, telecommunications, finance/investments, 
construction/development. ►"-rru / / 

Carol Thompson Cole 

She was interested in a Congressional Black Caucus member, perhaps Cong. Mfume. 
She will pursue directly if we don’t assign. Can we also place a White House appointee 
here; Carol is very good to us having contributed 15k for this event and committed 
another 15k for August event. 


2 EXHIBIT 

I PM-*^ 


Janice Griffin 


f 00H58>(8 
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INTERMATIOMAL TRADiriQ INC. 


FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

to: ^NC Date: June 21, 1994 

Atten: MR, David Mercer rvo-i (?02) B6 3 -ai4 il. 

From: Charlie Trlo/.IoilY We bb pages ] 


Subject:^ 


Dear Mr, Mercer: 

Charlie asked me to FAX you his preference for seating at the 
Dinner tomorrow. Also^ he wanted to ask if there is any v/ay 
you could arrange for Table 1 to be as close to the President's 
table as possible. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tatle 1 

Mr. Ng Lap Song 
Mrs. Pun Nun Ho 
Ns. Marla Han Xiao 
Mr. Cheung Viu Ho 
Mr. J.J, Neto Valence 
Mrs. C.G.J, NeCo Valence 
Mr. Jude Kearney 
Mrs. Anica Middleton 
Hr. Lorin Fleming 
Mrs. Norma Fleming 


Table 2 

MS. Chlng CHing Huang 

or. Franklin D. Hwang 

Mr. Kenneth Richer 

Mr. Winfred Wu 

Mrs. Cliristane Tan 

Mr. Richard Hines 

Mrs. Patricia Hines 

Ms. Jennifer Peng 

Dai Lin Outlaw 

D NC Ryj re se nt a b t v o tor As i a 

V.TW 


^TxhTb^ 

I DM -5 


523 S. Louisians. Sie 150 • Lillie Rkk. Arkansas 72201 • (501) 370-5522 • FAX* (501) 37C S38) 
Room 2305-250r Block B. j.mcng Buiicmg No. 10. A-QuO Raao • Sne-n.-iien Ct/. GuangOono PRCh na 
(755, 5528 575 • FAX < (755) 5525-453 


00M5B37 
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'a OFFICE, 


L*r<yc<(( Buildiof.. Sum tiM 

S2} South LouiuiA*. Rock. AR71'0l 


• Floo*. fUi A SI Pinetio" Su*« 
B«}c H.K. 

CHINA OFFICE 

Chiru Ov«r«Ri Titmc ShcntKco Co. 
Room 290S>]907 Block B 


JincoAf Bl^. No. 10. Aituo Ro«<l 
Shcni^n Oc)^ CuaA|don| Pionnct 
PX Oi<u 



FAX MESSAGE 

For fncompleU Tnutsmission, Pirase Coll (SOJ) 370-9522. 
FAXSumbor: 376-8989 


DATE: 

8-17-94 

TO: 

Mr . navld Mercer 

ATTN: 

FAX Number 

202-863-8140 

RE: 

Reference Letter 

Pages: 

3 


Dear Mr, Mercer: 


Enclosed ere the two drafts for Mr. Trie’s reference letter. 
Please mall the final reference letter to Ms. Carol Harris from 
Michael Sullivan, Inc. Her address is 1662 33rd s treet, N.W.. 
Washington, O.C. 20007. Her telephone number is 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call 



EXHIBIT 

DM-C 


f OO'iSfO'i 
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D«viJ L. Mercer 
508 EleeeetL Street. NE 
Weabiegtoe, D.C. 20002 
(202) S«4-047l 

August 18, 1994 


Board of Directors 

700 New Hampshire Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20037 


Dear Board of Directors: 

I am writing to provide a personal reference for Mr. Yah Lin 'Charlie* Trie. I have 
known Charlie through his association with the Democratic National Committee. In my opinion, 
I find Mr. Trie to be a very admirable person with a strong moral character. In my association, 
I have found him to be fill in his personal and business activities and I am proud to call him a 
friend. 


It is then without hesitation that I give Mr. Trie my complete confidence and personal 
recommendation. If you have any questions, or if I can provide additional information, please 
feel free to contact me at either the phone number above or at 202/863-7105. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. 


Sincerely, 



David L. Mercer 


F II0M 5 4 0 5 



456 


MgMOtXKPniC 


To: Hartha Shoffner 
Pr: David L. Ha rear 


Dt: August 22 « 1994 


Re: Follow up to meeting with Charlie Trie 


This is to follow up my meeting with Hr. Trie before he left for 
Beijing. Several issues were discussed. Below iii .a status report 

(‘Outlined below. 


and suggestions for how might 'himdle the natters ‘Ou 
References for DC residence: Atteched-^ls letter I ; 


Trie's behalf and for^rded to 'the .a^ropria'te^i^rty.’ 
sending his letter out on August* *2^3, .1994. j. 


■ !‘W' . 

. wrote,, on , Mr . 
Mr.'‘:Kays is 






video Tape of i>realdentlal Gala/^I.^ve put ^search outWfdr the 
tape that included. Mr.' Trie; ;^'To ;<^te we jtave not". .beon/abla to 
locate it. We will continue it'he^euchv; I. . ■ ' 

CMC Finance Coenlttee Boaid[.,df';'i>irectorei‘^^The requeettfor the 
letter Invitlnj . Mr. Trie to 'eerviLlibn tdie finance" ''1^'rd la 
forthcoeiing . The re<iueat haa been lude^aud la being proce"aaed.- I 
oeet with Mr. Terry McAuliffe on Xu^at 24, 1S94 to cloa'a’" the 
natter and aecure the letter. 


Hiaaion to China; The Commerce Department begina Ita mlsaion to 
China on Auguat 27, 1994. I received word that arrangementa for 
receptlona and other affaire were already .handled through other 
aourcea. However, Mr. Trie will receive ^notification of the 
mlasion'a actlvitlea holding open<the poaalbllity of participating 
in aome .of the eventa. s 

d: ■ ■■ 

Peraonal Bio and Company Profile: I requeated thla information from 
Mr. Trie. If poaalble, plesae aend me a package that Includea 
bloa, company profile or other pertinent and noteworthy documenta. 

Macau: Mr. Trie informed of buaineaa Intereata in Haucau. Again, 
please forward proapectua, cooq>any profllea and bioa of the 
Indlvlduala participating in the venturea. 


Schedule: To prepare for meetinga upon Mr. Trie 'a return, pleaae 
forward a copy of hia achedule for when he will be in Waabington, 
DC. He can then plan for hia viait and make the neceaaary 
arrangemente . 


;; EXHIBIT 


"onfidential Information 


DNC 1275756 
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[The deposition of David Mercer — ^Volume 2 follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF; DAVID MERCER— VOLUME 2 

Tuesday, August 26, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 10:18 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee; James C. 
Wilson, Senior Investigative Counsel; David A. Kass, Investigative Counsel; and Mi- 
chael J. Yeager, Minority Counsel. 

For MR. MERCER: 

STANLEY REED, ESQ. 

LAURI E. CLEARY, ESQ. 

MELANIE KELLER, ESQ. 

Law Offices of Lerch Early & Brewer Chartered 

Suite 380, 3 Bethesda Metro Center, 

Bethesda, Maryland 20814-5367 

Mr. Wilson. This is a continuation of last Thursday’s deposition. 

Mr. Mercer, you are still under oath. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. I do. 

Mr. Wilson. When last we were together, we were discussing a document, which 
was marked Exhibit DM-8, and I submit that for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-8 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. We were discussing Mr. Charlie Trie, and I’ll continue on with some 
questions about Charlie Trie. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Mr. Mercer, do you know whether Mr. Trie was invited onto the finance 
board of directors at the DNC? 

Answer. I believe a letter went out to that effect. 

Question. Do you know when he became part of the board of directors? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 

Question. Do you remember the year? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Approximately how many members did the finance board of directors 
have? 

Answer. In the range of 100 or more. 

Question. And what were the requirements to be considered part of the finance 
board of directors? 

Answer. As I stated eeirlier on the record several times, it was raising $250,000 
or riving and raising or a combination of 

Question. Do you recall what events you invited Mr. Trie to in 1994? 

Answer. Not specifically, no. 

Question. Do you have a general recollection of any fund-raisers you invited him 
to attend? 

Answer. Well, I don’t— it is presuming that I invited him. We sent out invitations 
to our people. I believe he participated in the 1994 birthday party in August and 
the galas that we’ve discussed earlier. 

Question. Were videos made of the annual DNC galas? 

Answer. I believe that question has been asked also on the record, and I don’t 
know if it was a policy. I believe a video or two have been made of galas, but I don’t 
know it as a policy that — that videos were made of events or galas. 

Question. Did you ever receive requests for copies of videotapes that might have 
been made at the galas? 

Answer. I did receive one of Charlie Trie which we discussed last week. 

Question. And did you obtain a video for him? 

Answer. I don’t believe we did, no. 

Question. Do you know whether you requested a video for him? 
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Answer. I may have requested from the video — the guy that maintains our videos, 
but I don’t think that they had a copy of it. 

Question. Who was the person that maintained videos at DNC? 

Answer. I’m not sure. I can get that name for you or you can ask anybody at the 
DNC who maintains our videos. 

Question. Was there an office that maintained records at the DNC — records such 
as videos or invitations — past invitations? 

Answer. There wasn’t an office that maintained invitations. There was an office 
of somebody who maintained videotapes. 

Question. What office was that? 

Answer. A media office. I’m not sure exactly what the name of the office is. 

Question. Apart from the video of the 1994 gala that we were just discussing, do 
you recall obtaining video tapes for anybody other than Mr. Trie at any time during 
your time at the DNC? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Do you recall whether a professional photographer was hired to take the 
videotapes? 

Answer. We had a photographer taking pictures. I don’t know if we had a photog- 
rapher doing the videotape. 

Question. Did you work on the 1994 presidential birthday fund-raiser? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Did you solicit a contribution from Mr. Trie in conjunction with the 
1994 presidential birthday fund-raiser? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, I probably did; but I’m not altogether sure. 

Question. I’ve provided the witness with a document which is Bates marked DNC 
3078821. It’s dated 12/3/96 in the top left-hand comer; and it’s titled DNC Finance 
Executive Summary; and it lists, among other things, a possible contribution from 
August 9, 1994, for something that is titled BC Voter Outreach Dinner; and the 
fund-raiser is listed as Mr. Mercer. 

Do you recall asking Mr. Trie for a $20,000 contribution? 

Answer. I don’t specifically recall asking him for the contribution, no. 

Question. Considering the 1994 presidential birthday fund-raiser, do you recall if 
Mr. Trie asked for any special treatment or seating at that event? 

Answer. I don’t recall him asking for specific arrangements; but I would assume 
that, based on the level of giving or what one’s supporting status was, that arrange- 
ments would accrue to the person to their giving level. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie brought any guests to this — first of all, 
do you know whether Mr. Trie attended this event? 

Answer. I believe he did attend the event. 

Question. Do you know if he brought any guests to this event? 

Answer. I don’t have specific recollection of whether or not he did. I would assume 
he did, but I don’t know for a fact that he did. 

Question. Do you recall whether he brought an individual named Ng Lap Seng, 
also known as Mr. Wu, to the 1994 presidential birthday fund-raiser? 

Answer. It’s possible, but I don’t recall Mr. Wu being there. 

Mr. Wilson. This exhibit is marked DM-9 and submitted for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-9 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document a number of pages long. The first 
page of this document is marked DNC 1592550, and it’s titled: DNC Presidential 
Birthday Celebration, Sumner Wells Estate, Fort Washington, Maiyland, August 
2nd 1994. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you prepare this list of attendees? 

Answer. It looks like something I would have prepared. I’m not sure if it came 
from my documents or not. 

Question. Page 2 of this document indicates that — or at least it states next to Mr. 
Trie’s name, FOB/Managing Trustee. What does FOB mean? 

Answer. FOB is a term that, broken out, means Friend of Bill. 

Question. Was there a list of individuals who were categorized by the DNC as 
FOB? 

Answer. Not that I am aware of. A physical list that listed all FOBs? No. 

Question. What does this — ^what does this term mean, aside from the literal des- 
ignation, Friend of BOl? Does it have a particular significance in the DNC? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of, except for the association and leads to Arkansas 
and the Clintons. 
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Question. How were you aware — backing up. Were you aware at the time of this — 
the preparation of this memorandum in August of 1994 that Mr. Trie was a Friend 
of BUI? 

Answer. I presume I was, especiaUy if I prepared the document and listed him 
as an FOB. 

Question. And how did you — how did you know that? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I believe it was general knowledge, and I don’t have any 
specific recollection of somebody teUing me or how I picked it up, whether from him 
or others or 

Question. Prior to the preparation of this document — or at least prior to this date, 
August 2nd, 1994 — had you ever seen Mr. Trie conversing with President Clinton? 

Answer. No, I had not. 

Question. Had you ever seen Mr. Trie in the company of President CUnton? 

Answer. No. I don’t recall even during the ’94 gala whether I even saw Mr. Trie 
sitting with President Clinton. I can’t say that I did. 

Mr. Wilson. This document’s been marked exhibit DM- 10 and submitted for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-10 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve provided the witness a document which is numbered DNC 
0896231, and it is — appears to be a list. It’s titled: Presidential Birthday Celebra- 
tion, August 2nd, 1994; and it states at the top, this is Chairman David WUhelm’s 
table. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recaU whether Mr. Trie sat at Chairman Wilhelm’s table at this 
fund-raiser? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Underneath Mr. Trie’s name in brackets is the name Charhe Chang. Do 
you know an individual named Charlie Chang? 

Answer. I believe I met Charlie Chang once, and if my memory serves me he is 
an owner of a restaurant or restaurants in the tri-State area. 

Question. When did you meet Mr. Chang? 

Answer. It could have been at this event. It could have — I’m not siore when I met 
him. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Chang attended other DNC events with Mr. 
Trie? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, I don’t recall him being in other events, 
but I can’t be sure of that. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked exhibit DM-11 and submitted for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-11 was marked for identification.] 
examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know a Mr. Ernest Green? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Green? 

Answer. Probably in 1993 or it could have been in the ’92 election, but I’m not 
sure. 

Question. Do you have a recollection as to where you first met Mr. Green? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Jude Kearney? 

Answer. I beheve that last week I stated that I did know Mr. Kearney. 

Question. Do you recall when you first met Mr. Kearney? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know whether you have ever attended any DNC events with Mr. 
Kearney? 

Mr. Reed. Pardon me. Was he present at any DNC events with Mr. Kearney or 
did he go with Mr. Kearney? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Whether you were present with Mr. Kearney at any DNC events? 

Answer. It’s possible, but I don’t recall any specific occasion when we were at 
DNC events together. 

Question. Do you recall whether you attended a breakfast with Mr. Green, Mr. 
Kearney, Charlie Trie and Ng Lap Seng at the Hay-Adams Hotel in October of 
1994? 

Mr. Reed. Is that Kearney, Green, Mr. Wu? 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Charlie Trie and Mr. Wu at the Hay-Adams in October of 1994? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did, but it is quite possible, and it’s the first I’m bearing 
of it. 

Question. Do you have any recollection of attending any non-DNC events with Mr. 
Green, Mr. Carney and Mr. Trie in attendance at the same time? 

Mr. Reed. Just for clarification, what do you mean by “non-DNC events”? 

Mr. Wilson. Any event that did not have a DNC sponsorship, a nonfund-raiser 
event. 

The Witness. Not that I can recall out of the blue, no. 

EXAMINATION BY MR WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall whether you organized a breakfast or any event for just 
Mr. Kearney Mr. Trie and Mr. Wu? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you know Allen Weinstein? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Who is Mr. Weinstein? 

Answer. I believe he’s the chair or director of the Center for Democracy that deals 
with Russia, China, on economic development issues and other things, that has on 
its boeird everybody from Newt Ginmich to senators and whomever else. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Nancy Jacobson? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. And who is Nancy Jacobson? 

Answer. She is a former DNC employee. 

Question. Do you know what her current occupation is? 

Answer. 1 believe she’s a consultant. 

Question. Is Ms. Jacobson associated with the Center for Democracy? 

Answer. I believe — I don’t know what that association is. I know she knows Allen, 
but I don’t know what her association is. 

Question. Do you know the tax status of the Center for Democracy? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve provided the witness a document which is marked DNC 
1588002. It is a memorandum to Allen Weinstein and Nancy Jacobson from David 
Mercer dated March 20, 1995. 

If you could take a moment Just to review this. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. This document states that attached is a check for $10,000 from Charlie 
'Trie to the Center for Democracy. Did you request Mr. Trie to make this contribu- 
tion? 

Answer. I believe I set up a meeting with him and Allen Weinstein to talk about 
the activities and the goals of the Center for Democracy; and, subsequently, Chsirlie 
made a contribution of $10,000 to the organization. 

Question. Why did you set up this meeting? 

Answer. Because I thoughb-^ne, Nancy Jacobson had brought it to my attention; 
and, secondly, I thought that Charlie and Mr. Weinstein would have mutual inter- 
ests for them to discuss and for them to take it from there. 

Question. Had Mr. Weinstein ever mentioned the Center for Democracy to you 
prior to your setting up this meeting? 

Answer. We may have had a discussion subsequent to my discussion with Nancy 
Jacobson, but — and preceding the meeting. 

Question. Do you recall whether in conversations prior to the meeting you have 
described whether you discussed the activities of the Center for Democracy with Mr. 
'Trie? 

Answer. I believe I probably did discuss the activities with Mr. Trie in a summary 
fashion to brief him on the nature of the meeting, but I don’t recall the specifics 
of the discussion. 

Question. Do you recall whether you solicited any other contributions for the Cen- 
ter for Democracy? 

Answer. 1 don’t believe — I may have, but I don’t know — I don’t believe anybody 
else had actually made a contribution to the Center. 

Question. In the memorandum we are examining now it states, I trust you will 
keep Charlie abreast of the Center’s events and functions. 

Do you know whether the Center did continue to keep Mr. Trie informed of the 
Center’s events and functions? 
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Answer. I am not aware of whether they did or not. 

Question. Did you ever attend any Center for Democracy events? 

Answer. I don’t believe I have, no. 

Question. Do you recall when the meeting between Mr. Trie and Mr. Weinstein 
took place? 

Answer. Do I remember when? 

Question. Correct. 

Answer. I would assiune it’s in the time span of around March 20th, 1995, but 
I’m not altogether sure. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. 'Trie attended any events that were organized or 
sponsored by the Center for Democracy? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll mark this document exhibit DM- 12 for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-12 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WI150N: 

Question. Did you set up a meeting between Charlie Trie, Winston Wang and 
Chairman Fowler in June of 1995? 

Answer. I probably could have or did, but I don’t have a specific recollection of 
it. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a dociunent which has been marked F 
0017611, titled; Meeting with Charlie 'Trie, President of Daihatsun International 
Trading, and Winston Wang, President of Formosa Plastics Corporation. 

This document has three pages as submitted or appears that page 1 and 2 are 
copies of each other, although they are Bates marked differently, and the third page 
is a briefing memorandum for Chairman Fowler. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Do you know whether you prepared this document? 

Answer. I did not prepare the first two pages. I could have prepared, but I’m not 
altogether sure, the third page. But I don’t — actually, I don’t — I may have on the 
third page. I’m not sure, though. 

Question. Have you ever met Mr. Winston Wang? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. And where did you first meet Mr. Wang? 

Answer. I believe it was at the DNC, outside fiie DNC, you know, outside the 
building, before he came in is when I believe I met him. 

Question. Was this at roughly the same time as the meeting described between 
Mr. Trie and Mr. Wang and Chairman Fowler? 

Answer. I would assume it was, but I don’t have, you know, the sequence of 
events in my mind. 

Question. Had you met Mr. Wang at any time before this meeting between Char- 
lie Trie, Mr. Wang and Chairman Fowler was suggested or envisioned? 

Answer. I may have seen him prior to. I have a vague recollection of seeing him 
before he went to a White House coffee. 

Question. The third page of the memorandum that we are reviewing contains 
some backgroimd information and a one-sentence purpose section. Is this informa- 
tion that you recall knowing in advance of the meeting between Chairman Fowler, 
Charlie Trie and Winston Wang? 

Answer. It seems accurate information from what I understood Winston Wang’s 
summary background to be. 

Question. Do you know where this information was obtained? 

Answer. I don’t know if it was obtained through Charlie or over the phone. I’m 
not sure. 

Question. Do you recall having had any telephone conversations with Mr. Wang 
prior to the meeting discussed in this memorandum? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Do you recall having telephone conversations with Mr. Trie about Mr. 
Wang prior to the meeting envisioned in this memorandum? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically having conversations, but I’m sure we did as we 
were introduced to Mr. Wang through Charlie Trie. 

Question. Did you request Mr. Wang make a contribution to the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t think that I communicated with Mr. Wang regarding contribu- 
tions. 

Question. Do you know who invited Mr. Wang to the presidential coffee that is 
referred to on the first page of the three pages I’ve given you? 
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Answer. I believe Charlie had made arrangements for that to happen. Whether 
it was me including him on a list of suggest people to participate and that list 
being the list that was eventually approved for the attendees to attend the cof- 
fee — 

Question. Did Mr. Trie first make this request to you? 

Answer. I don’t know what the sequence of that was, whether he spoke to any- 
body before me or after me. But I’m stme that he communicated to me and I commu- 
nicated to Richard Sidlivan — or I guess, if this is ’95, it would be to Richard Sulli- 
van, I presume, yeah. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Wang made any contributions in connection 
wifli the presidential coffee that he attended? 

Answer. I don’t believe he did, but I don’t know that for a fact. 

Question. Did you attend the meeting that’s described in the memorandum I’ve 
given you, the meeting between Mr. Trie, Mr. Wang and Mr. Fowler? 

Answer. I believe I did, yes; but I £un not altogether sure. 

Question. Do you recall any discussions at meetings between Mr. Trie, Mr. Wang, 
Mr. Fowler and yourself? 

Answer. I believe to the best of my recollection is that the meeting was maybe 
5-minutes long as Mr. Fowler was rushed to go to a luncheon or another appoint- 
ment and that it was a very brief exchange of pleasantries, and I’m not even sure 
there was an actual sit-down at the table. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie or Mr. Wang made any requests for as- 
sistance in meeting government employees? 

Answer. I do not recall that ever being mentioned. 

Question. Did you have any contact with Mr. Wang after this meeting? 

Answer. I believe walking him out — ^walking him out with Mr. Trie, escorting him 
to the elevator. 

Question. Did you have any subsequent telephone conversations with Mr. Wang? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did, no. 

Question. Do you recall whether you met him any time after this meeting de- 
scribed in the document we’ve been reviewing? 

Answer. Well, I know that I met him the momiM of the coffee, but I don’t recall 
meeting him — and then maybe they came by the DNC. I have a brief recollection 
of them coming by the DNC and seeing them outside the building, asking them how 
it went and then them getting in a cab and going off from the DNC. 

Question. And when you say “them,” to whom are you referring? 

Answer. Charlie and Winston Wang. 

Mr. Wilson. 'This document has been marked Exhibit DM- 13. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM- 13 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document that’s been marked DNC 1587663. 
It is a memorandum to Ari Swiller from Mr. Mercer dated June 19, 1995. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. This memorandum contains personal information for four individuals. 
Do you recall preparing this memorandum? 

^swer. I don’t recall preparing it, but I know the names on the — on the memo- 
randum listed. 

Question. Do you recall why you prepared this memorandum? 

Mr. Reed. I think the testimony was that he didn’t recall that he had prepared 
the memorandiun. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. I apologize. Do you have any knowledge of why the four individuals are 
grouped together in this memorandum? 

Answer. Being that they are probably trustees, Ari Swiller being the trustee direc- 
tor, and informing him oi, you know, roe fact that these trustees may be participat- 
ing in the event; and it could have b^n the coffee of 6/21, but I’m not sure. 

Question. Do you know who Mr. George Marcus is? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question, yfho is Mr. Marcus? 

Answer. Mr. Marcus is the partner — founding partner of Marcus & MUichap, 
which is a real estate company in Sacramento or San Francisco, California, or in 
that area. 

Question. And do you know Mr. Mark Dayton? 

.^swer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Who is Mr. Dayton? 
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Answer. Mr. Da^n is an investment banker — I believe Vermillion Investments 
from Minneapolis, Minnesota. 

Mr. Wilson. This memorandiun is marked exhibit DM- 14. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-14 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Do you recall whether you solicited contributions from Mr. Marcus? 
Answer. 1 believe, yes, I have. 

Question. Do you recall whether you solicited contributions from Mr. Dayton? 
Answer. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve riven the witness a document which has been marked DNC 
1612853. It has a tiue: Memorandum for Charlie 'Trie. It’s from Mr. Mercer, dated 
October 16, 1995. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever discuss with Mr. Trie setting up an organization called 
Democrats Abroad in Taiwan? 

Answer. I discussed with Mr. Trie in response to his inquiry as to whether a chap- 
ter or operation of Democrats Abroad exist^ in Taiwan. 

Question. Did Mr. Trie first mention to you the existence of Democrats Abroad in 
Taiwan? 

Answer. I believe, as based on this memo, that I’m informing Mr. Trie, based on 
my inauiries, that there currently already existed a chapter in Taiwan of Democrats 
Abroad. 

Question. And do you recall why you provided this information to Mr. Trie? 

Answer. It was standard request. I would get requests like that before— did we 
have one in France? And all over the world, we have chapters. And he asked the 
question; and I made the inquiry and found out, even for myself, making me more 
educated about where Democrats Abroad resided, that there was, in fact, a chapter 
in Taiwan. 

Mr. Yeager. Could I just interject here? Is it your understanding that Democrats 
Abroad is — whether the various chapters are affiliated with the DITC formally? 

The Witness. I believe that would be more in name than in practice or any other 
kind of relationship that would exist. And I believe they operate under their own 
bylaws, but I’m not altogether siue. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie specifically asked you about the organi- 
zation, Democrats Abroad, or whether he just asked you whether there was an orga- 
nization in Taiwan that he might support or be able to direct others to support? 

Answer. I believe he asked me if there was Democrats Abroad in Taiwan. And 
I mean that’s my recollection from this memo. 

Question. Is it fair to say then that your recollection is that Mr. Trie actually 
asked you about the Democrats Abroad organization initially? 

Answer. I can’t say for sure; but, based on my response in the memo, I would as- 
sume that that was the inquiry. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie did open a chapter of Democrats Abroad 
in Taiwan? 

Answer. Well, I believe that there already existed a chapter. How he may have 
related to that chapter and the contact, Tammy Turner, I do not know; nor have 
I heard of aiw subsequent follow-up to the memo. 

Question. Did he ever discuss with you organizations of Democrats outside of the 
United States after the date of this memo? 

Answer. Not that 1 can recall. 

Question. Did Mr. Trie or Mr. Green ever contact you about a trip that they were 
planning to take to Hong Kong in October of 1995? 

Answer. Not specifically. I may have known that they were traveling to Hong 
Kong or whatever; but I don’t — I don’t recall, other than there being a dinner in 
Hong Kong that I was informed about, with Eric Hotung serving as a liost and Ron 
Brown attending. But I don’t know what year that was or I don’t recall what year 
that was or when it was, but I have a recollection of knowing about that. 

Question. Do you recall who told you about the dinner? 

Answer. Could have been Kathy Hoffman. It could have been Charlie Trie or it 
could have been Ernie Green, but I don’t know. I don’t recall. 

Question. Do you recall whether you were asked for any assistance to help either 
Mr. Green or Mr. Trie attend the dinner you have described with Mr. Brown and 
Mr. Hotung? 
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Answer. No, I wasn’t because I had nothing to do with it. 

Question. Did you become aware after the dinner you have described that one of 
Mr. 'Trie’s colleagues, Antonio Pan, solicited contributions at that dinner? 

Answer. I had no — I did not know that he did that. 

Mr. Wilson. This dociunent’s been marked exhibit DM- 16 and submitted for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM- 15 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you organize a fund-raiser on November 8 in 1995 at the Car Bam 
in Washin^n, D.C.? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Do you recall who initially had the idea for this fund-raising event? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you recall whether this was a fund-raiser that the DNC initially 
sponsored or did somebody come to you with the idea of hosting — of having a fund- 
raiser at the Car Bam? 

Answer. We customarily or usually have at least one AlHcan-American event a 
year; and we also — of course, African-Americans contribute to other events through- 
out the year. But, traditionally, there is an Afidcan-American event; and I believe 
that this was the AMcan-American event for the 1995 calendar year. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie and Mr. Green were sponsors of this 
event? 

Answer. They may have been. I don’t know if they were sponsors. They may have 
been chairs or they may have been active in the success of the event. 

Question. Do you recall how much money this event was targeted to raise? 

Answer. I don’t know — between 250 and half a million dollars. 

Question. Do you know how much the event actually did raise? 

Answer. I don’t have a recollection, but it was slow, and I think it was about — 
it may have been about 2-somethiim or I think we eventually closed it out at 
$600,000 in November or December of that year. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie attended this event? 

Answer. Yes, I believe he did, yes. 

Question. Do you know how many guests Mr. Trie took to the event? 

Answer. A boatload. 

Question. Approximately how many would you think? 

Answer. It looked to me anywhere from 10 to 12, something in that neighborhood. 

Question. Were photographs taken at this event? 

Answer. Yes, they were. 

Question. Do you know who was in charge of distributing the photographs after 
the event? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson, I’ve given the witness a document that’s been numbered F 0046082. 
It is a memorandum from a Maura McManimon to Mr. Mercer, and it’s about proof 
of photos. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. The memo refers to proof photos that were pulled by Ernie and Phyllis 
Green. Do you know what this memo means? 

Answer. Yep. I think I pulled it from my files for you — and others; and it’s Maura, 
who was our events coordinator, informing me that Ernie and Phyllis — ^and I’m not 
sure if it was both or one or the other — pulled photos from October, or whatever 
event it was, for their handling. 

Question. Do you know how Mr. or Mrs. Green, Ernie and Phyllis Green, viewed 
these photo^phs? 

Answer. How they 

Question. How they viewed the photographs? Do you know whether they came 
into your office to view these photoCTaphs? 

Mr. Reed. David’s personal offic^ 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I’ll follow up with other questions, but did they come to your personal 
office? 

Answer. No they didn’t. As the memo is indicating. I’m being informed by a third 
party as to what transpired. So I was not aware of when they came in, if they came 
in, if they just over the phone pulled those numbers in conjunction with Maura, and 
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they were delivered. I don’t know what the logistics of that were relative to your 
question. 

Question. Do you know whether Ernie or Phyllis Green wanted these photographs 
for themselves? 

Answer. I am not aware of that. 

Question. There are a number of individuals listed in this memorandum who had 
their photographs taken with either the President or Secretary Ron Brown. Do you 
know if the individuals who are listed as having their photographs taken with either 
Secretary Brown or the President were invited by Charlie Trie to this event, to the 
Car Bam event? 

Answer. I am assuming that is the case, but 1 do not know for a fact who invited 
them. 

Question. Do you know whether the individuals that are listed in this memo were 
all contributors to the DNC? 

Answer. At the time, did I know if they were contributors or 

Question. Do you know now? 

Answer. Well, I see Celia Chau, and I only know from my deposition time at the 
Senate that she is or was a contributor, and I don’t recognize the other names. And 
at the time of the event and seeing a Chinese — or Asian, I should say — Asian Pacific 
American group, I did not know at that time who was a contributor or who was not 
a contributor. 

Question. If we could just go down very quickly through this memorandum and 
if you could tell me whether you recognize the name as contributors to the DNC 
or whether you don’t recognize them as contributors? 

Answer. May I add — it may be more helpful to first let you know whether I know 
them at all first, as opposed to whether I know them and know them to be contribu- 
tors. 

Question. Actually, if you would do that, that would be quite helpful. 

Answer. 1 do not know 009. I don’t know 025. 

Mr. Reed. Just for the record, David’s referring to the photograph numbers that 
accompany descriptions with names. 

The Witness. And the purpose for the number is because the pronunciation of the 
names is difficult. 

Mr. Reed. Making our court reporter go completely insane. 

The Witness. 025, 1 do not know. 02^ I dont know. 027, 1 don’t know. 1 do know 
044. I don’t know other than Charlie 'Trie and Don Fowler, 045. I do know 046, 047. 
052, I know Phyllis Green. I know 055. 069, 1 do; and unless Pan in 069 is Antonio 
Pan, I don’t know Yan Sheng Pan. 

070, I do not know. I don’t know 071, exempt for Lap Seng Ng, which I believe 
is Mr. Wu. 094, 1 don’t know. Terry Boyd I don’t believe is part of this group and 
may be an African-American donor, but I’m not altogether sure. 

098, I do not know. I do not know 099, nor 100, nor 101, nor 102, nor 103. 104, 
I don’t know Celia Chau, but I’ve been presented with check copies, tracking forms, 
whatever. 163 is Kellee Baker, who I do not know. I do not know 164, nor 168. And 
169, I know Ernie Green and President Clinton, or I’m aware of them. 170, Presi- 
dent Clinton but not the Asian delegation. 171, Clinton, Secretary Brown I do know. 

176, I don’t know. 191, I don’t know the reference to audience photo. 196 is the 
President approaching the podium. 206, 1 know Lap Seng Ng, being Mr. Wu. I don’t 
know the other party. And then 221, 223, 224, 225, 226, I know the parties identi- 
fied there. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall ever asking Mr. Trie at the Car Bam fund-raiser who any 
of the individuals that he had brought as guests were? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Do you recall speaking with any of the individuals listed in this memo- 
randum? 

Answer. Aside from maybe directing them as to moving from a photo line to the 
luncheon room or something of that sort, no. 

Question. After the Car Bam fund-raiser took place, do you recall having had any 
discussions with Mr. Green about the amounts of money raised in conjunction with 
the event? 

Answer. I believe with most people, including Mr. Green, that I had discussions 
about closing out the event and collecting che^s, as would be customary for any- 
thing that you received at the door; and I tried to get the remainder of it afterwards. 

Question. Did Mr. Green convey to you any checks in conjunction with this event 
after the event? 
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Answer. He may have, but I don’t recall specifically. 

Mr. Wilson. This document may be marked DM- 16 and submitted for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM- 16 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MK. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with Charhe Trie about an individual 
named Wang Jun attending a presidential coffee? 

Answer, "^s, I did. 

Question. What was the substance of the first conversation you had with Mr. Trie 
about Wang Jun attending a presidential coffee? 

Mr. Reed. I’m going to object to the form, because there was no indication that 
there were more t^n one. 

The Witness. As I can best recall, generally speaking, that Charlie was interested 
in having guests accompany him to an event, coffee, whatever it may be, that when 
we learned of his schedule and what schedule of events we had, I believe the Feb- 
ruary coffee was mentioned. 

He asked if he would be able to bring a certain number of guests. I don’t know 
if that was two or three or whatever. I remember telhng him that, given the size 
of those events, that I thought it highly unlikely. I said I could check on the invita- 
tion of one additional guest, but that would be the best-case scenario in response 
to his request. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did Mr. Trie tell you why he wanted Wang Jun to attend the presi- 
dential coffee? 

Answer. I don’t recall him ever telling me a specific motivation, other than having 
him as a guest attending the coffee. 

Question. Did Mr. 'Trie describe to you who Wang Jun is? 

Answer. He probably briefly told me who he was, and believe subsequently that 
I had requested a bio and information with — or on Mr. Wang Jun. Because, as any- 
thing in Washington, to respond to any requests it needs to be on paper. So I was 
anticipating that and secimed a bio and the information necessary to get an answer 
on whether or not he would be invited. 

Question. Who did you ask for the bio? 

Answer. I believe I asked Charlie Trie. 

Question. And did he — did he provide you with a bio of Mr. Wang Jun? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. Did you forward Mr. 'Trie’s request to be accompanied to the coffee by 
Mr. Wang Jun to anybody else? 

Answer. To anybody else? 

Question. To anybody at the DNC or the White House. 

Answer. Richard Sullivan. 

Question. Did you, apart from the bio that you mentioned a moment ago about — 
on Mr. Wang Jun, did you make any other inquiries about Mr. Wang Jun’s back- 
ground? 

Answer. I beUeve I indicated his passport munber, the basic information you 
would need to submit a nsime for attendance at a coffee in lieu of a social security 
number. I got a passport number and the date of birth. 

Question. Do you know who made the final decision to include Mr. Wang Jun in 
the coffee? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Did you ever discuss Wang Jun’s attendance at the February 1996 cof- 
fee with Mr. Green, Ernest Green? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you recEill whether you solicited a check for $50,000 from Mr. Green 
in February of 1996? 

Answer. I do not specifically recall soliciting a check for 50,000 from Mr. Green. 

Question. Do you recall Mr. Green making any contributions in the first half of 
1996 to the DNC? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. And do you recall anything specifically about that contribution or con- 
tributions? 

Answer. That it was a $50,000 contribution. It’s been listed as a 20- and $30,000 
contribution respectively, which is just the Federal amount. Federal split. But it was 
one check from the Greens that was given to us around the time of February, and 
in and around that time of the coffee. 

Question. Did they tell you what the contribution was for? 
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Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 

Question. Do you recall meeting with Mr. Green for a breakfast on the morning 
of February 6th of 1996? 

Answer. I could have, but I don’t recall meeting him that morning, no. 

Question. Did you — did you meet with Mr. Green for breakfast on more than one 
occasion in your recollection? 

Answer. I have — I worked closely with Mr. Green. And over the 4 years that I’ve 
been at the DNC, I’m sure we’ve had breakfasts, lunch, and dinners. 

Question. Do you recall when and where Mr. Green gave you the $50,000 con- 
tribution for the DNC? 

Mr. Yeager. Objection. I don’t believe he testified that anyone gave him the — that 
Ernie Green gave him the check. 

Mr. Wilson. Fair enough. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did — did Mr. Green give to you a contribution in the first half of 1996? 
Mr. Reed. You mean to David personally? 

Mr. Wilson. To Mr. Mercer personally. 

The Witness. Not that I recall him giving me the check that we’re referencing, 
him giving it to me directly, no. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

f uestion. Do you recall the circumstances of Mr. Green making the contribution 
50,000 in the first half of 1996? 

Answer. I believe it came in from Mr. 'Trie, but 1 don’t have specifics of how the 
check was gotten to us into the office, whether he delivered it or — I just don’t recall 
that. But I believe it came from Mr, Charlie 'Trie. 

Question. And why do you believe that? 

Answer. Because I just have a va^e recollection of that. 

Question. Do you have a recollection of any of the other surrounding cir- 
cumstances of the contribution? Do you know who Mr. 'Trie gave the check to? 

Answer. I don’t, other than he could have given it to me, but I don’t recaJl specifi- 
cally if he did give it to me. 

Question. Do you recall whether there was an indication of where the — the check 
should be credited to in terms of its fund-raising designation? 

Answer. I was given no indication by anybody externally as to how the check 
should be designated. That’s more of an internal departmental decision-making 
based on the events that were active or that are open. And I would assiune that 
it’s the finance director’s discretion as to what money gets credited where and how 
and when. But I got no direction internally — I mean externally as to how that 
should be credited. 

Question. Did the — did the finance director make all the decisions as to where 
monies would be credited? 

Answer. I think he was a part of the decision-making. Who else was involved, you 
would have to ask the finance director. And who he relied on or what other judg- 
ment calls he made in making that decision, I do not know. 

Question. Were you ever involved in that decision-making process? 

Answer. I may indicate for what my purposes and reasons may be for indicating 
where a check should be allocated to. That does not mean that that happens or was 
approved or that it didn’t go elsewhere. 

Question. Do you recall having had any discussions with Mr. Green about any 
White House coffees? 

Answer. I may have. And you know, whether he was invited to a coffee. I’m not 
even sure that he did, at least under the auspices of the DNC. But I may have, but 
I don’t have a specific recollection of — on any one occasion calling him and inviting 
him to a coffee. 

Question. Do you know whether the check from Mr. Green was ultimately credited 
to a coffee? 

Answer. I believe it was, which, of course, has caused a lot of confusion. 

Question. And when did you first learn that? 

Answer. When did I — I may have even put it down as the coffee on the tracking 
form as a reference point, but had — ^you know, it could have been attributed to any 
other event that may have been open. I don’t know, but I beheve that that’s what, 
in fact, happened. 

Question. Do you recall whether you ever credited any other checks, at least des- 
ignated them, to a coffee for keeping track of them in fund-raising? 
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Answer. I mean, I don’t recall specifically, but it’s possible. And I’ve seen other 
documents that— of — or at least I saw just recently a cneck that I had solicited that 
somebody else wrote in — ^not my handwriting — ^but somebody else had wrote in for 
a coffee. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie contacted you after the February 6th, 
1996 Presidential coffee and spoke with you about the coffee? 

Answer. He may have, but I don’t have a recollection of him doing that. Excuse 
me. 

Question. Do you know whether photographs were taken at that coffee? 

Answer. I believe photographs are taken at most coffees, but I don’t know if pho- 
tographs were taken at that coffee. I’m not sure. 

Question. Do you know whether you received any requests for photographs that 
would have been taken in conjunction with the February 1996— February 6, 1996, 
Presidential coffee? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Do you recall whether you ever asked anybody at the DNC to locate 
photographs that included Mr. Wang Jun at the February 6 Presidential coffee? 

Answer. I may have, but I don’t have a recollection of that. 

Mr. WlIAON. I’ve given the witness a document which appears to be handwritten 
notes. It’s been marked F 0011427. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Do you know what these notes refer to? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Do you know whose handwriting this is? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked Exhibit DM-17 and submitted for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-17 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. During the summer of 1996, did Mr. Trie ever contact you in respect 
of me Democratic national convention in Chicago? 

Answer. Oh I’m sure he did. 

Question. Do you remember whether he made any requests of you? 

Answer. As probably a thousand other donors did, yes. 

Question. Did Mr. 'Trie contact you about anything involving the summer Olym- 
pics in 1996? 

Answer. I believe yes, he did. 

Question. And do you remember what he contacted you about? 

Answer. Yeah, how one would maybe attend the summer Olympics. 

Question. And do you know whether he did, in fact, attend the Olympics? 

Answer. I don’t believe he did. 

Question. Between a 1995 and 1996, approximately how many times did Mr. Trie 
or one of his employees or colleagues contact you? 

Answer. I can’t put a number to that. I will say that, while there were a lot of 
voice mail messages and phone tag and what have you, that — I mean, in my mind 
I recall either seeing Charlie or talking with Charlie maybe 20 times over the 2 
years, if that’s even accurate. 

Question. Did you ever attend parties at Mr. Trie’s Watergate apartment? 

Answer. I attended a gathering to watch the opening of the special — of the Olym- 
pics one evening at Charlie’s house or apartment. 

Question. And when you refer to Olympics, are you referring to the summer of 
1996 Olympics? 

Answer. I believe I am, yes. 

Question. Did you attend any other parties at Mr. Trie’s apartment? 

Answer. I attended no other gatherings, as I would classify it, at his apartment. 

Question. Did you ever visit his ^artment on any other occasion than the one 
you described involving the summer Olympics? 

Answer. Probably two or three times, yes. 

Question. And why did you visit his apartment on those occasions? 

Answer. Either to drop off invites or to drop off a souvenir pen or those kinds of 
things. 

Question. And why did you visit the apartment to drop off the invitations or pens? 

Answer. Well, I think one — first off, 1 think it’s — let me clarify that. I think the 
apartment was used as an office, and it was like any other responsiveness to other 
donors where I might have to drop off invitations or drop off a souvenir of whatever 
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or meet with them at their offices as opposed to them coming to the DNC, which 
they also did. So it was not unusual for me to go by his office, if you will, on those 
occasions. 

Question. When you attended — ^when you went to Mr. Trie’s apartment in conjunc- 
tion with the summer 1996 Olympics, were any other DNC employees there at the 
same time that you were there? 

Answer. I believe Lottie Shackleford, to the best of my recollection, was the only 
other DNC individual there. 

Question. Do you know of any other DNC employees that were there at a time 
when you were not there? 

Answer. Not — ^no. I don’t. 

Question. Did 

Answer. Let me — you just — just refreshed my memo^ that Susan Lavine could 
have been there. I have a vague recollection of her being there, but I’m not sure. 

Mr. Reed. Is this in reference to the gathering? 

The Witness. It’s in reference to the gathering for the opening ceremonies for the 
Olympics. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know of any White House personnel visiting Mr. Trie’s apart- 
ment? 

Answer. No, other than if you’re getting to Mark Middleton being there. Mark 
Middleton was there, but I don’t beheve at the time that he was working for the 
White House. 

Question. Is it your belief that Mr. Middleton visited Mr. Trie’s apartment, but 
only after the time that he had left the White House? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Were you ever invited to attend any other parties at Mr. Trie’s or any — 
were you ever invited to attend any function at Mr. 'Trie’s apartment? 

Answer. My — ^you see, my recollection — because I never even thought about it in 
passing, but I was shown a call sheet in the Senate where there was an indication 
that Antonio Pan had called and invited me to another function, which I did not 
attend, nor did I recall it at the time, nor do I have any recollection of it now. 

Question. Do you recall what the event was supposed to be about? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Did you ever ask Antonio Pan for contributions to the DNC? 

Answer. I do not believe that 1 did, although it could have been of a follow-up 
of a question or an issue that I had discussed with Charlie, but I doubt it. 

Question. Did anyone ever contact you on behalf of Mr. Trie to arrange tours of 
the White House? 

Answer. Not that I am — not that I recaU. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Trie ever asked you to organize a private 
tour of the White House for him or for anybody else? 

Answer. I don’t recall that, but I know that there is paper where I make a request 
and hand that in, but I don’t recall doing that. And I don’t know what the nature 
of Ihe tour was or who was on it. 

Question. Did you ever arrange for Mr. Trie to use the White House Mess for the 
purpose of eating a meal there? 

Answer. Not mat I recall, and I don’t beheve I did. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie was invited to use the President’s box 
at the Kennedy Center? 

Answer. Could you repeat the question? 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie was invited to use the President’s box 
at the Kennedy Center? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know whether the DNC ever paid for a cellular phone that was 
used by CharUe Trie? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of, no. 

Question. Did you ever arrange for Mr. Trie to meet administration officials? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. Did you ever provide an introduction for him to meet any government 
employees? 

Answer. I could have, but I don’t recall my doing so. 

Question. Did Mr. Trie ever discuss his desire to be appointed to a Federal com- 
mission or board with you? 

Answer. He, I believe, but I don’t have a specific recollection of this, that he had 
shared with me that he was being appointed to a board and commission. 



470 


Question. Do you know whether he discussed his desire to be appointed to a board 
or commission in advance of the communication you just referred to? 

Answer. I was not aware of his being appoint^ to that board, nor did I have any- 
thing, I believe, to do with his being appointed to that board or commission. 

Question. Do you know Phyllis Jones? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Who is Phyllis Jones? 

Answer. She’s a political appointee at the Department — or, excuse me, the United 
States Trade Representative. 

Question. When did you first meet Ms. Jones? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I do believe meeting her for lunch at the Old Ebbitt Grill, 
I don’t know — recall the date, but most of o\jr conferences took place over the phone. 

Question. What year did you first either meet or have a conversation with Ms. 
Jones? 

Answer. I don’t know if it was ’95, ’96. I tend to lean towards ’96, but I don’t re- 
call. 

Question. Do you recall whether you ever discussed DNC donors with Ms. Jones? 

Answer. I responded to Ms. Jones’ request for the names and information on busi- 
nesses that woilld be pooled, and it was part of her outreach to find different busi- 
nesses to consider for appointments or recommendations for appointments. 

Question. Did she, on more than one occasion, reach out to you for suggested 
names? 

Answer. I think it might have been on two or three occasions. 

Question. And do you recall any names that you would have given to her in con- 
junction with her outreach efforts? 

Answer. Off the top of my head, no, I do not recall. 

Question. Do you know whether you responded to her in a memorandiun form? 

Answer. I’m vaguely recalling that I did that or that I’ve seen something referenc- 
ing that over the course of this inquiry. 

Question. Do you know Demetrios Boutris in the United States Trade Representa- 
tive’s Office? 

Answer. I know the name Demetrios Boutris who is not a trade representative. 
I know another Demetrios Boutris. 

Question. And where did you first meet the Mr. Boutris you refer to? 

Answer. I have never met him before. 

Question. Have you had conversations with him? 

Answer. I had a conversation, a brief one. The Demetrios us that I’m talking 
about is an employee at McAndrews and Forbes in New York City. 

Question. And do you recaU whether Mr. Boutris that’s employed by McAndrews 
and Forbes called you, or did you call him? 

Answer. I called him to get any ideas with regard to Greece and what I might 
see in Greece. 

Question. And was your interest in Greece in conjunction with a personal matter? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Did you ever discuss Mr. Trie’s placement on a board or trade commis- 
sion with Jude Kearney? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did, no. 

Question. Did you ever discuss— did you ever discuss Mr. Trie with anyone in the 
White House Office of Presidential Personnel? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Regarding Mr. Boutris 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When — ^when did you get Mr, Boutris’s name for you to contact him? 

Answer. Eight weeks ago, seven weeks ago. 

Question. Was your contact with Mr. Boutris in the last 3 months? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Had you ever spoken with him before the last 3 months? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Where did you get his name? 

Answer. From Bill L 3 mch, who is also an employee at the company of McAndrews 
and Forbes. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Trie had ever made a contribution to the 
DNC prior to 1994? 

Answer. I do not know, aside ft'om what I believe to be the first contribution of 
100,000, which was, I believe, made in 1994. I do not believe or am I — am I — ^that 
I’m aware of any other contribution prior to that $100,000 contribution. 
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Question. Did Mr. Trie ever have discussion with you during which he mentioned 
any other political contributions that he might have made prior to the initial 1994 
DNC contribution? 

Answer. Not that I recall, no. 

Question. Had you ever been to Mr. Trie’s restaurant in Little Rock? 

Answer. No, I had not. 

Question. I believe that when we were examining our list a few moments ago, one 
of the names from the Car Bam fund-raiser was Tony Hsu, which is spelled H-S- 
U, and I didn’t pick up on this at the time, but 1 believe Mr. Hsu is associated with 
an organization called the Chy Corporation, which is C-H-Y corporation. Do you — 
and you testified that you did not know who Mr. Hsu was, so I don’t want to keep 
askiM the same questions over. But in conjunction with the corporation called the 
Chy Corporation, do you remember ever having met or heard of Tony Hsu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know what the Chy Corporation is? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you ever — do you recall having either solicited or received contribu- 
tions from the Chy Corporation? 

Answer. Not specifically, no, although I know that I may have seen a check track- 
ing form or copy of the check, but I don’t recall making the solicitation. I don’t be- 
lieve I made the solicitation. I think it was money that was raised from one of our 
fund-raisers, but I don’t — ^lay fund-raisers, but I don’t know the specifics of it. 

Mr. Wilson. I have provided the witness with a document marked DNC 1479318, 
dated 11/21/96, entitled “DNC Finance Executive Summary.” 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Is this the check tracking form you were just referring to? 

Answer. No, it’s not. 

Question. Do you — does this document refresh your recollection at all as to any 
contributions made by either Mr. Hsu or the Chy Corporation? 

Answer. No, other than the check tracking form that I saw, knowing that — that 
they did make a contribution. I might add that these — similar documents that 
you’re showing me are printouts from our AS400, which the integrity of the data 
is something that we don’t rely on and is something that so many people are in- 
volved in the process. For instance, I could do one event and then head out to an- 
other city, not be present when checks arrive, and people fill it out to the best of 
their knowledge. Based on that information that’s recorded on the check tracking 
form, it then goes into the AS400. So you’re not altogether sure of what the integrity 
of the data is. 

But, I mean, only because I have seen the Chy Corporation copy of the check do 
I recall the Chy Corporation making a contribution. But I don’t — and I did not know 
if you had askra me earlier that it would be $20,000. 

Question. When— ^ou just referred to the integrity of data coming out of the 
AS400 as suspect. What data would be suspect? 

Mr. Reeo. With respect to this particular 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Well with respect— just as a general, as in a general sense, what data 
would you feel could not be relied upon? 

Answer. For instance, I think there’s a — and you may have a copy of it — ^there’s 
a fund-raising account that I was shown in the Senate deposition, supposedly with 
all the names of people who were attributed to my raising money mim. On first 
glance, you would think that I talked to every one of those people and got checks 
from them. It’s just not the case. While I may have been the lead fund-rEuser on 
the event, managing the logistics, also fund-raising, what have you, people would 
just get the check, ml out the tracking form to the best of their knowledge, thinking 
that because David Mercer is the leader of the event, he’s, in fact, the one who solic- 
ited the contribution, when, in fact, that wasn’t necessarily the case. 

Or it could have been a check where the person never even attended the event, 
they sent it into the mail. You would think that they attended the event because 
th^re recorded as being in that event. 

'There’s aU kinds of hybrid situations that goes deeper,, and I’ll articulate it that 
way as opposed to the integrity of the data. There’s a whole lot of other cir- 
cumstances that aUow you to go deeper than at face value of the document itself, 
or documents, from the AS400. 

Mr. Yeager. If I might inteiject, I gather from your testimony that you’re refer- 
ring to the solicitor category on the check tracking form. 
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The Witness. That is a reference as a hypothetical and an example in response 
to Mr. Wilson’s question. But there may be other pieces of information. I know that 
what — I know, for instance, if— with regard to the address, phone number and ev- 
erything else, that was very important for us to make sure that we had the correct 
information, not only for FEC reporting requirements, but also to be able to reach 
out to that donor to let them know that we were still in touch with them in hopes 
of them continuing to contribute to us. 

So that data — but again, you have people changing addresses or whatever. People 
could give us one address where it’s their home, but they can be reached at their 
company, but you don’t have the company address. There’s a whole bimch of— I’m 
trying to give ^ou a sense for keeping track of this data and the dual functions of 
both fund-raising and the collection, the inputting, and the processing of the data 
and all the circumstances that could surround just that process. 

Mr. Yeager. One further clarifying question. 

The Witness. Sure. 

Mr. Yeager. If I may, counsel. 

With respect to data required by the FEC, do you have any reason to believe that 
the data inputted into the AS400 lacked accuracy? 

The Witness. No. And the only — no, I do not. I believe that we’ve all read about 
the addresses of the DNC being put in under certain contributors’ names, but I — 
other than that, I would take that information to be pretty accurate, and based on 
what we have been — ^what’s been communicated to us from the donor and/or solicitor 
of the check. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever regard the dollar amounts listed in AS400 printouts as 
being suspect? 

Answer. No, because it is clear from the check what that — what the dollar amount 
is, so I would not — ^you know, unless it was a typographical error or something, I 
would not believe that that was something that would be questioned. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked Exhibit DM-IS and submitted for the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM- 18 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. Could we go off the record for a moment, please? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

[Brief recess.] 

Mr. Wilson. Back on the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know Pauline Kanchanalak? 

Answer. I know the name. I don’t recall ever meeting her, but I could have been 
in an event that she was also in attendance, but I donT know that that’s the case. 

Question. Have you ever spoken with her on the telephone? 

Answer. Not that I know of, no. 

Question. Do you know when she began giving contributions to the DNC? 

Answer. I’m sorry? 

Question. Do you know when she began giving contributions to the DNC? 

Answer. No I do not. 

Question. Do you know whether Ms. Kanchanalak was in contact with any of the 
other individuals in your office? 

Answer. I know from press accounts that she may have had interaction with John 
Huang, but I didn’t know that before. And I only know that from press accoimts. 

Question. Did anybody ever mention to you that Ms. Kanchanalak had an interest 
in working with the Bureau of Labor Statmtics? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge or the best of my recollection, I don’t know that. 

Question. Did you ever discuss the coffee, Presidential coffee, that Ms. 
Kanchanalak attended with Richard Sullivan? 

Answer. I don’t recall having a conversation regarding Ms. Kanchanalak in a cof- 
fee. 

Question. Prior to — ^prior to 1997, did you have any conversations with any DNC 
employees about whemer Ms. Kanchan^ak made contributions in her own name, 
or whether she made contributions in which the money came from somebody else? 

Answer. I believe that at the time of the press inquiries, but I’m not sure, I can’t 
pinpoint whether it was from November, December, or January, or February of ’97, 
1 believe that I was present for a conversation with Ari Swiller and Richard Sullivan 
in which it was discussed that she may have, as the press was reporting — ^it was 
a discussion of an aftereffect of the press reporting that she had submitted checks. 
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and I don’t even know the details, but somehow in the name of her mother or on 
behalf of her mother when it may have been her. But, again I don’t toow the de- 
tails. 

Question. Do you know whether anybody at the DNC contacted Ms. Kanchanalak 
to discuss with her who had made the contributions attributed to her? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Did Mr. Swiller ever mention a telephone conversation with Ms. 
Kanchanalak about the source of contributions made in Ms. Kanchanalak’s name? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically the conversation that I referred to earlier with 
Richard and Ari, and I don’t — in the sense that she may have made contributions 
in the name of her mother. But I don’t know who knew that, or who was confirming 
that she did or not confirming, or I don’t — I don’t recall. 

Question. When you had the conversation with Mr. Sullivan and Mr. Swiller about 
Ms. Kanchanalak and the origin of her contributions, do you recall whether anybody 
suggested that the DNC should take any actions in respect of the information that 
you learned diuing that conversation? 

Answer. I don’t have — I’m sure that there was some decision-making as to how 
to deal with the situation, but I don’t — I was not privy to that information. 

Question. Do you know John Huang? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. When did you first hear Mr. Huang’s name? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I believe it was in the fall of 1993. 

Question. And do you recall the circumstances of your meeting Mr. Huang? 

Answer. Yes I do. 

Question. What were they? 

Answer. They were in preparation for two fund-raisers that we were putting to- 
gether in either October or November of 1993. 

Question. Where were those fund-raisers to be held? 

Answer. One was at — it was a reception in the early evening at Creative Artist 
Agency. And the second one was a dinner at the home of Marvin Davis. 

Mr. Reed. For the record, this would be in southern California? 

The Witness. In Los Angeles. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And do you remember the months of those fund-raisers? 

Answer. I don’t know if it was October or November, even possibly December, but 
it’s within the fall of 1993. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document which has been marked F 
0045577. It’s a memorandum — draft memorandum to Minyon Moore from Mr. Mer- 
cer, dated November 30 of 1993. 

Do you recall preparing this memorandum? 

Answer. I don’t recall preparing it, but I believe that I did prepare it. 

Question. On the final page of this memorandum, Mr. Huang’s name is listed. Do 
you— do you know why you recommended that Mr. Huang participate in this con- 
ference? 

Answer. Like I recommended the 20 plus other names on here, them being known 
as business leaders or — and/or supporters, and both nationally and/or locally, and 
that they be recommended for consideration to participate in the economic con- 
ference that was scheduled su'ound the same time that the fund-raisers were sched- 
uled. 

Question. Do you know how you got Mr. Huang’s name for — name and address 
for inclusion in this list? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Huang’s name was among many other names of supporters 
of both the DNC, the President, and that we had talked with him about helping 
us for the fimd-raisers as well as probably talked to him about this. But I don’t re- 
call talking to him about the conference. And including him among those that would 
be discussed in — we had his name and address on the lists that we had had. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve marked this document Exhibit DM-19 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-19 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did Mr. Huang ever pay any bills that you acquired while you were an 
employee at the DNC? 
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Answer. Mr. Huang had provided an in-kind contribution for a hotel bill that in- 
cluded expenses associated with the preparation of the fund-raiser for several staff 
members that were there working on the ftind-raisers. 

Question. Did you discuss this in-kind contribution with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. Yes, I believe I did. 

Question. Did he — did he offer to make this in-kind contribution? 

Answer. I believe I shared with him the request, and he was agreeable to conced- 
ing to the request. 

Question. Is — was this a request that you made of him, or did you pass it along 
to him from somebody else? 

Answer. I believe mat I made it of him, and I’m not sure if Nancy Jacobson had 
talked to him or not. I’m not sure of that at aU, but I believe I was one that talked 
to him. 

Question. Did you know at the time that you were staying in the hotel that ulti- 
mately was paid for by Mr. Huang that he was going to be making this in-kind con- 
tribution? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Mr. Wilson. So we have in front of us what we’re talking about. I’ve mven the 
witness a document marked DNC 3161227. It’s a letter from Mr. John Huang to 
a Ms. Linda Sperber. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know if the amount of Mr. Huang’s contribution, which is listed 
here as $6,500, was a fuU payment for the expenses incurred by yourself and other 
staff members? 

Answer. I believe it was, but I’m not altogether sure. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Huang was reimbursed for this? 

Answer. I don’t 

Question. For any of this contribution? 

Answer. I don’t believe he was. I believe it was recorded as an in-kind contribu- 
tion. 

Question. How — was it your responsibilitjr to record this in-kind contribution? 

Answer. It was to inform people of the in-kind contribution, and then it got re- 
ported in the FEC reporting, or there was an in-kind contribution form that we 
nlled out. 

Question. Do you remember tilling out an in-kind contribution form for this par- 
ticuleir contribution? 

Answer. I don’t have the specific recollection, but I believe that it was reported 
as an in-kind contribution. 

Question. Was there a — a prepared form that you would obtain and fill out when- 
ever you received an in-kind contribution? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And where would you get this form from? 

Answer. From the operations manager or whatever of the DNC finance division. 

Question. And who would you return the form to once it was filled out? 

Answer. To the person that was the operations director, or Neil Reiff handled, I 
believe, in-kind contributions as part of his preparation for the FEC reporting. 

Question. Do you recall in the case of this particular in-kind contribution whether 
you discussed the contribution in advance of Mr. Huang writing this letter? 

Answer. I may have with Nancy Jacobson or Laura Hartigan, but I’m not sure 
of who I may have talked to first or together or consecutively or how. 

Question. Do you know of any other payments made by Mr. Huang for rooms or 
expenses of DNC employees? 

Answer. Not that I'm aware of. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked as Exhibit DM-20, and I’ll put it 
in the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-20 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. The — this particular in-kind contribution we discussed that paid for a 
room and expenses in a hotel, was there a usual type of in-kind contribution? 

Answer. We — ^yes. 

Question. Do you recall other examples of in-kind contributions that were made 
to cover the expenses you incurred in a hotel? 

Answer. Yean. Just recently I was in Boston, and the Copley Plaza Hotel put me 
up, because that’s where we were having the event, and they gave me an in-kind 
or complimentary value, the value of which would be an in-kind contribution. 
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Question. Prior to November 1996, did you personally receive — and I don’t mean 
you personally, but did the DNC receive an in-kind contribution for your expenses 
in a hotel? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Phior to November of 1996, did the DNC — was the DNC given an in- 
kind contribution to cover expenses that you incurred in a hotel? 

Mr. Reed. Are you asking if he is aware or if it’s 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 


Question. If you’re aware. 

Answer. Off the top of my head, no. But there could have been certain situations 
that you’re referring to. 

Question. Prior to November of 1996, are you aware of any in-kind contributions 
being rejected by the DNC? 

Answer. Not to my awareness, no. 

Question. Aside from the matter we’ve just discussed, the fund-raisers you men- 
tioned in 1993, and the subsequent discussions over the in-kind contribution we’ve 
just discussed, did you have any other contacts with Mr. Huang while he was em- 
ployed by Lippo — by the LippoBank in California? 

Answer. We — Nancy Jacobson and I had visited his office on one occasion during 
our preparations for Ae event, outlining for him the activities for that day and ask- 
ing him for his help or support in that activity. And 1 believe, but I did not handle 
it or receive it, that he attended — that he made a contribution — whether it was per- 
sonal or corporate, I don’t know — and that he attended both the reception and the 
dinner. 

Question. Did you have any subsequent contact with Mr. Huang that you recall 
before he went to work at the Commerce Department? 

Answer. I may have, but I don’t — I don’t have a specific recollection after leaving 
California of when we may have talked before. 

Question. Did you speak with anyone regarding Mr. Huang’s appointment to the 
Commerce Department? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document which is a — appears to be a short 
memorandum to Mr. Mercer from Adam Crain, dated April 20, and it’s regardinjg 
a follow-up for a May 10 breakfast with the Vice President in Los Angeles. And it 
refers to your wanting to contact Mr. Huang about a May 10 breakfast. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Do you recall inviting Mr. Huang to a breakfast at this time? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with Mr. Huang while he was employed at 
the Department of Commerce? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And if you could please explain those contacts? 

Answer. Primarily phone conversations and discussing DNC activities or other ac- 
tivities, social or otherwise, and keeping abreast and in touch with him. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang contact you on these occasions, or did you contact him 
first? 

Answer. I — I mean, I think we have had an exchange of phone calls. Who initiated 
this exchange, I don’t recall. 

Question. Do you recall when you first contacted or your first contact with Mr. 
Huang when he was employed at the Department of Commerce? 

Answer. Could you repeat the question? 

Question. Do you recall your first contact with Mr. Huang when he was at the 
Department of Commerce? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you recall any of the specific matters that you discussed when you 
had contacts between yoiu^elf and Mr. Huang when he was at the Department of 
Commerce? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifics. But just in trying to think back. It could have 
been to invite him to events; it could have been informing him of the schedule of 
events and whether others would want to participate. It could, you know, could have 
been a range of things, but, I don’t recall specifics. 

Mind you, that I think there’s a record of 15 messages over a 2-year period. Given 
phone tag and voice mail, probably we had five conversations. And if you take my 
schedule, with a thousand calls a month over 4 years, you’re talking 48,000 calls. 
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and amongst those I don’t remember the details of eveiy one of them. So 1 can only 
try to at this time, best of my recollection, tiy to recall those. 

Question. Do you recall discussing any fund-raising events while Mr. Huang was 
at the Department of Commerce? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically discussing fund-raising events, but 1 would 
think it probable that I would inform him of the fund-raising events and what the 
schedule was. And we often had appointees participating in our events as guests, 
and in some instances, there may nave been people that they had been associated 
with before that may have also attended those events. But, you know, it wasn’t an 
unusual circumstance. 

Question. Do you recall inviting Mr. Huang to attend a DNC-sponsored event as 
a guest? 

Answer. Again, I don’t recall specifics but that could have been part of our con- 
versation. I believe he has attended one or two events while he was at Commerce, 
but 1 don’t have a specific recollection of which events those were. 

Question. Do you recall whether you ever asked Mr. Huang to provide assistance 
in setting up meetings with Department of Commerce employees? 

Answer. I don’t believe that I did, but I don’t recall specifically not doing that. 
But I don’t believe that I did because I don’t — just — no, I don’t believe that I did. 

Question. Do you remember ever discussing trade missions while Mr. Huang was 
at the Department of Commerce? 

Answer. I don’t recall discussing 

Mr. Reed. With Mr. Huang? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Witness. With Mr. Huang? I don’t believe that I did. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did Mr. Huang ever provide ^ou, at the time that he was employed at 
the Department of Commerce, names of individuals who might be potential DNC 
donors? 

Answer. I don’t believe it was in the context that you’re describing. 1 could have 
called him and asked him about an individual who 1 would assume may be associ- 
ated with Mr. Huang, given that they share the same cultural heritage. But 1 don’t 
believe that he proactively gave me information on people to follow up on. 

I was somewhat aware of checks that had been at least associated with Mr. 
Huang prior to his appointment in 19 — ^whatever year he was appointed. And I 
could have asked him about that individual or individuals. But I don’t have a spe- 
cific recollection of doing that. 

Question. Do you have any general recollections of names of individuals discussed, 
if you did discuss individuals? 

Answer. Well, I can say that I know that names that were associated with Mr. 
Huang prior to his appointment at Commerce — that being — ^Wiriadinata is a name 
that jumps out at me, which was maybe a check that was received in 1993 or 1994. 
But I don’t — no other name kind of jumps out at me. 

Question. Do you have a recollection, then, of making inquiries about checks re- 
ceived by Mr. or Mrs. Wiriadinata when the checks were received? 

Answer. Could you repeat the question? 

Question. Do you have a recollection of making inquiries about the Wiriadinatas — 
either Mr. or Mrs. Wiriadinata — ^when the DNC received checks from them? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson. I’d just like to mark the document we were discussing a moment ago 
for inclusion in the record Exhibit DM-21. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-21 was marked for identification.] 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. How did you first become aware of Mr. Huang as a contributor to the 
DNC? 

Answer. I believe it was in the preparations and the sharing of information among 
staff in preparation for the 1993 events that were referred to earlier. 

Question. Did you have any contemporaneous knowledge of how Mr. Huang came 
to be hired as a mnd-raiser at the DNC? 

Answer. I think most of the information that I have since learned has been re- 
corded in the press. Other than hearing maybe the idea that John was coming to 
the DNC, I did not know of all the logistics involved or discussions involved with 
John coming to work at the DNC. 

Question. Do you recall who first mentioned to you that Mr. Huang might be com- 
ing to the DNC? 
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Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you recall any of the individuals with whom you discussed Mr. 
Huang prior to lus coming to the DNC? 

Answer. No, 1 don’t, except that it wouldn’t be unhkely for, in passing, Richard 
and I to have a conversation about it. But I don’t recall having that conversation. 
But I leave open the possibility that we probably maybe talked about it. 

Question. Did you know at the time of his being hired at the DNC that Mr. Huang 
had been recommended by Joe Giroir? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. When did you first learn that Mr. Giroir recommended Mr. Huang? 

Answer. In the press. 

Question. Do you know whether — do you have any knowledge, contemporaneous 
knowledge of any individuals, other than Mr. Giroir, who recommended Mr. Huang 
for a position at the DNC? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Did you know 

Answer. Excuse me, contemporaneous knowledge being what has already been re- 
ported in the press and what I found out in the press, whether it be the President 
or other people in the chain of calls that are alleged to have occurred in the process 
of his hiring? That I know aU through the press and did not know prior to its — 
or it’s — simultaneous to it happening. 

Question. But prior to Mr. Huangs being employed by the DNC, is it fair to say 
that you were not aware of anybody recommending him for the position at the DNC? 

Answer. That would be fair to say. And truthful to say. 

Question. Did you — did you know at the time of a professional relationship be- 
tween Mr. Giroir and Mark Middleton and at time being — at the time of Mr. 
Huang’s being hired at the DNC? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Did you participate in any meetings prior to Mr. Huang’s being hired 
at the DNC diuing which Mr. Huang was discussed as a potential DNC hire? 

Answer. I don’t believe any — that I was part of any meeting at which that was 
discussed. 

Question. Did anybody tell you, prior to Mr. Huang’s being hired, that Harold 
Ickes had expressed an interest in Mr. Huang being hired at the DNC? 

Answer. Other than the press and your mentioning it now, I had not heard of 
that. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang ever discuss with you, while he was a member of the 
Department of Commerce staff, the prospect of becoming a DNC employee? 

Answer. I don’t believe he did, no. 

Question. Prior to Mr. Huang’s being employed at the DNC, did anybody commu- 
nicate to you that President Clinton had made comments about Mr. Huang prior 
to his employment at the DNC? 

Answer. FWor to press accounts, I was unaware of that. 

Question. Did you ever directly solicit contributions from Mr. Huang? 

Answer. At what point? 

Question. At any time. Any time during yoiu- tenure at the DNC. 

Answer. Well, I think in 1993 that we had asked for Mr. Huang’s support. We 
had told him what the membership or the participation levels were of the particular 
events. And from my standpoint, him being an elder and what have you, I deferred 
to him determining how he would participate. And as I had mentioned earlier, I was 
not the one that principally received the checks, so I don’t know how he subse- 
quently was involved, other than to know that 1 saw him entering the Creative Art- 
ist Agency event, and I know that from a table seating chart that he also partici- 
pated in the dinner. 

And from my standpoint again with him as an elder and with a principal in our 
mind, in my mind, I informed him, it was not a hard sell, if you will, to psirticipate 
and we need this or that. It was more an information sharing and letting him know 
what — ^what we were trying to do. 

Question. Did you have any subsequent occasions to make any requests of Mr. 
Huang that he contribute money to the DNC? 

Answer. I — I again don’t know— and don’t recall saying, John, I need you to write 
a $25,000 check. That’s not the way I would communicate with Mr. Huang. But that 
doesn’t mean that as a result of our conversations that he did not contribute, as 
I know he did in the 1993 events. But I would assume that other people had con- 
versations or he had conversations with other people in making that determination 
and acting on it. 
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Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document which is marked DNC 3078819. 
It’s dated 12/3/96, and it’s titled, “DNC Finance Executive Summary,” and it ap- 
pears to be a contribution tracking form for Mrs. Jane Huang. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Did you ever ask Mrs. Huang to make contributions to the DNC? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Did you — ^have you ever met Mrs. Huang? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. When did you first meet her? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I mean, I have one just vivid image of her being at the 
DNC at the front desk, and I can’t recall if I met her in ’93. I can’t recall beyond 
that. But I know what she looks like and I have talked to her on the phone, I know 
that. 

Question. Have you had any discussions with anybody about soliciting contribu- 
tions from Mrs. Huang? 

Mr. Reed. I’m sorry; what was the question? 

Mr. Wilson. Have you had any conversations with anybody at the DNC about so- 
liciting contributions firom Mrs. Huang. 

Mr. Reed. At any time? At any time has he ever had any conversations? 

Mr. Yeager. I assume you’re not including conversations with general counsel? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I am including any conversation. 

Mr. Yeager. Well, I would object to that 

Mr. Reed. Well, let me just — can I just consult with him? 

Mr. Wilson. Sure. 

[Witness and counsel confer.] 

Mr. Reed. We would object as a matter of form to the question that caU for an- 
swers to conversations that he may have had with Joe Sandler or other members 
of the general counsel’s office of the DNC. But as a matter of fact, he did not have 
conversations with Joe Sandler. 

The Witness. To the best of my recollection. And I don’t think Mrs. Huang came 
up as a subject matter like, you know, I’m soliciting Mrs. Huang and she’s going 
to do this. It could have been that she wrote a check and delivered some checks and 
I said to somebody that these checks came in or whatever. But I don’t recall any 
specific conversation solely to do with Mrs. Jane Huang. 

Mr. Reed. Just for the record, I want to acknowledge Minority counsel’s objection 
and indicate that in order to obviate time wasted, haggling over something that may 
be unnecessary when those objections are made. I’m going to consult with Mr. Mer- 
cer and determine if there’s any conversation — ^privuegra conversations that took 
place that we need to haggle about. If not, let’s just move forward. 

Mr. Yeager. Fine. And for the record, I made the objection because counsel for 
the DNC isn’t permitted to attend the deposition. 

Mr. Reed. We are certainly not waiving any assertion of the attorney-client privi- 
lege that would otherwise attain, but we are trying to be sensible. 

Mr. Wilson. I appreciate that and if we come to a point where we have to discuss 
that, we will do that at the time. 

I’ve marked the exhibit we were examining Exhibit DM-22. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-22 was marked for identification.] 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. When Mr. Huang did become an employee of the DNC, did you discuss 
training with him? Fund-raising training? 

Answer. His training or — any training? 

Question. Any training at all. 

Answer. Not that I recall, no. 

Question. Do you recall ever having had any discussions with Mr. Huang about 
the law as it relates to fund-raising? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Did you have any concerns at the time of Mr. Huang’s hiring about 
fund-raising in the Asian community? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you know whether any of your colleagues at the DNC — and I’m ask- 
ing for contemporaneous knowledge, not what you have learned in press accounts 
subsequently— but do you know whether or not any of your collea^es had contem- 
poraneous concerns about Mr. Huang’s lack of background as a fond-raiser? 

Answer. No, I did not, except for press accounts just for the record. 
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Question. Do you know if any of your colleagues had any contemporaneous con- 
cerns about fund-raising in the Asian community? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Did you know at the time whether either Marvin Rosen or Chairman 
Fowler had expressed a desire for Mr. Huang to be trained for fiind-raising pur- 
poses? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Huang did receive any fund-raising training? 

Answer. No, I do not, other than maybe a staff meeting with Joe Sandler or what- 
ever. I don’t know for a fact whether or not he was a part of that or not. 

Question. Prior to press accounts about Mr. Huang at the DNC, did you know how 
much Mr. Huang was to be paid as a fiind-raiser at the DNC? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Did you know at the time there was an agreement to supplement his 
compensation depending on the contributions that he raised? 

Answer. No, I did not. I like these questions. 

Question. They go much quicker. 

Did Mr. Huang ever organize or help to organize fund-raising events for the Presi- 
dent — ^involving the President? 

Mr. Reed. V^le he was at the DNC or at any point? 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll take that at any point first. 

The Witness. As far as I know, during his tenure at the DNC, he helped organize 
events that involved the President. 

examination by MR. WILSON; 

Question. And do you know the period during which he helped to organize fund- 
raising events involving the President? 

Answer. From the time he was hired to the time that he left the DNC. I don’t 
know the exact times of when he was at the DNC. 

Question. Do you know whether, at any time during his employment at the DNC, 
whether he stopped helping to organize fund-raising events for the President, that 
involved the President? 

Answer. Other than the press accoimts or from testimony in the Senate hearings, 
I did not know that he had been redirected to doing other things or was not organiz- 
ing fund-raisers other than when he left the DNC. 

Question. How would you characterize his role in helping to facilitate fund-raising 
events involving the President? 

Answer. I would characterize it as a lead fund-raiser on events. 

Question. And what does that mean? 

Answer. That means he had at least primary line responsibility for the activities 
associated with the preparation of those events, both in the raising of money and 
probably to a lesser extent the event logistics. 

Question. Were events — and this is a general ^estion that applies to your knowl- 
edge of arranging fund-raising events at the DNC — were events that were to involve 
the President treated any differently than fund-raising events that didn’t nec- 
essarily involve the President? 

Answer. If they didn’t involve the President, the main difference that pops up in 
my mind is that it didn’t involve the White House; therefore, briefings would not 
go to the White House or it may have, I don’t know for a fact if they didn’t. And, 
you know, I mean just in terms of the involvement of the principal or principals, 
if they weren’t involved, then they weren’t briefed. 

Mr. Yeager. I think it might help if you broke the question down. 

Mr. Wilson. Well 

The Witness. I think we went through the same preparations in preparing a 
nonprincipaled event versus a principaled event. We went through the same brief- 
ings and what have you. I just think that the entities that were not present may 
not necessarily be briefed with the same detail. They may know that we have on 
our schedule a nonprincipaled event, which they were just aware of, being the White 
House. But I don’t know that there were any other differences associated with that. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Do you recall any things that had to be done if the President was in- 
volved in a fund-raiser that just didn’t have to be done otherwise? Anything that 
was specific to Presidential events? 

Answer. Nothing comes, you know, comes to mind. 
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Question. Were you aware — and this is a question directed to the time period be- 
fore November of 1996 — of whether anybody at the DNC had discussions about Mr. 
Huang’s practices or results as a fund-raiser with anybody at the White House? 

Answer. No, I was unaware of that. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang ever request you to provide him with information about 
potential donors while he was employed at the DNC? 

Answer. Well, I vaguely rememoer him maybe asking me about an event or sched- 
ule of events and what individuals might participate in. 

Question. Did you interact with Mr. Huang when he was at the DNC? 

Answer. I would make it as comparable to when he was at Commerce. Maybe five 
times in any real exchange for longer than 5 minutes, 10 minutes. 

Question. He had, it is my understanding that he had an office that was not in 
the main DNC building. Did you ever go to that office? 

Answer. With the m^ress purpose of visiting Mr. Huang? 

Question. Yes, to visit him specifically. 

.^swer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you know whether or not Mr. Huang had his own lists of potential 
contributors to work with? 

Answer. 1 don’t know that for a fact. I’d assume in order to do his job that he 
did, but I don’t know that for a fact. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Huang traveled — and this is again did you 
know prior to November of 1996 — ^whether Mr. Huang traveled outside of the United 
States while he was an employee of the DNC? 

Answer. I learned fix>m press accounts that he had taken a trip to Taiwan, I be- 
lieve, to the best of my recollection of that press account, but I do not — I did not 
know that at the time or even afterwards prior to press accounts. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of anybody discussing Mr. Huang’s trip to 
Taiwan prior to his traveling to Taiwan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of any discussions between DNC employees involving — 
whether Mr. Huang solicited contributions while he was in Taiwan, contributions 
to the DNC? 

Mr. Yeager. I think he’s just testified that he didn’t even know about the trip 
to Taiwan, other than press accounts. 

The Witness. That would be correct, and I don’t know what the purpose of his 
trip to Taiwan was. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. When were you first aware of concern that Mr. Huang was raising ques- 
tionable contributions? 

Answer. I was never aware that Mr. Huai^ was raising questionable contribu- 
tions. I vaguely remember the first check which began this whole inquiry being a 
Choeng Am Corporation, which I didn’t know was file Choeng Am Corporation at 
the time. But that they had represented that they were a U.S. foreign subsidiary, 
and it was later determined that their balance sheet showed no U.S. revenues. And 
this is all in retrospect and firom press accounts, but I vaguely remember I was out 
in Los Angeles working on an event and the story was also broken out there by the 
L.A. Times. 

So it was a combination of it being raised as an issue that I didn’t know the de- 
tails of and then learning the details in the press account. But it was the nature 
of the check. It was not, as you characterized it, hb. Huang raising questionable 
contributions. 

Question. When was the last time you had contact with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. It was probably, maybe 2-1/2 months ago, and it came up in the Senate 
deposition. I was going through a phone bill for a ceUular phone and it had fiaudu- 
lent charges on it so I was going tiirough all the numbers on it to verify what were 
my calls and what were maybe calls I mdn’t know and therefore attributed to fi’aud, 
and the phone bill was flam October throimh December of 1996, at which point I 
had made a caU to the Huang residence in California when all the news was brew- 
ing to wish them well, to suggest that they not worry, hut, you know, I hate to see 
them going through this. 

So ironically when I was checking through all of these phone numbers it was the 
night before I was due to go into the Senate deposition. I reached Jane Huang on 
the phone to my surprise, and then she asked if I wanted to imeak to John. I said 
sme. John and I expressed pleasantries. I communicated much of what I commu- 
nicated back in October of ’96, and that was the last contact that I had with Mr. 
Huang. 
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Question. And when was that? 

Answer. I believe it was late May, early June. 

Question. And I didn’t understand exactly why you made the telephone call. Was 
your testimony just that you were checking the numbers on the bill? 

Answer. I had a phone bill firom October of ’96. 

Mr. Reed. With hundreds of numbers on it. 

The Witness. Yeah, from October ’96 through December, maybe even January. 
And on that bill were — it was like a thousand dollars, which my phone bills are 
never a thousand dollars. So I had to, for the phone company, deUneate what phone 
calls were mine and which ones weren’t. So I was sitting there late at night calling 
through aU the numbers rather than waste time during the day to do that. And one 
of the numbers was 8 18- whatever the number is and it turned out to be the Huang 
residence, which is a call I had made in October of ’96 about the time of the press 
coverage of the Choeng Am check or whatever contribution. And, you know, John 
being on the front pages and my calling to say I’m sorry that you’re having to go 
through this. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you discuss any of the possible subjects of your deposition testimony 
the following day? 

Answer. We did not. And for the record, I contacted my attorney afterwards, and 
it was ironic that the next day when I was in deposition friat was the same question 
you had just asked me. 

Question. Unfortunate timing. 

I’d just like to ask you briefly about three speciflc fund-raising events. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. And again this is prior, prior to press accounts about any events involv- 
ing Mr. Huang. But were you aware of any concerns amongst DNC employees about 
a mnd-raiser held at the Sheraton Carlton on May 13 of 1996? 

Answer. I don’t have recollection, and my responsibilities in that period were al- 
most exclusively directed at the preparations for the convention, so I doubt that I 
would have had any ongoing knowledge or even a cursory knowledge of that event, 
and it doesn’t ring out at me at all. 

Question. When you were working on convention preparation, did you maintain 
the same office that you had maintained for the duration of your duties at the DNC, 
or were you located somewhere else physically? 

Answer. I believe from 1995 — ^I’ve had the same office from 1995 to current. 

Question. Again, speaking of contemporaneous concerns, were you aware of any 
expressions of concern for an event held at the Hsi Lai Temple on April 12, 1996? 

Answer. Other than press accounts, I knew nothing about it, before, during, and 
after until it was done in the press. 

Question. Were you aware of any contemporaneous concerns surrounding a fund- 
raising event held at the Jefferson Hotel? 

Answer. I was aware of no concerns, and I may have stopped by that event, if 
my memory serves me — no, Jefferson? No, in fact I did not attend that event. Sorry. 
And I don’t know any circumstances surrounding that event. 

Question. How would you characterize the relationship between Mr. Huang and 
Charlie Trie? 

Answer. Cordial, respectful, and friendly. 

Question. Were you aware of their ever having worked together? 

Answer. I was aware that they knew of one another. I don’t know how they 
worked together. I know that when John had come to the DNC on staff, that at 
least to me it was more visible as to how they might work together or participate 
with one another in support of our activities and the reelection efforts. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Huang ever made any requests of you about 
Charlie Trie? 

Answer. I don’t believe he did. 

Question. When did you first hear of Johnny Chung? 

Answer. In the summer of 1994. To the best of my recollection. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Chung? 

Answer. I don’t — I don’t recall specifically whether it was at the DNC or whether 
it was at the Sumner Wells event for — that was the Presidential birthday party. 

Question. How did you first hear about Johnny Chung? 

Answer. I believe through Vida Benavides who was in the political division of the 
DNC as the Asian Pacific American outreach person. 

Question. And what were the circumstances of the contact between you and Ms. 
Benavides about Mr. Chung? 
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Answer. I believe it was in connection with the 1994 August Sumner Wells estate 
fund-raiser. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document F 0046122. It’s a memorandum 
to Mr. Mercer from Erica Payne from two individuals, Grace Ho and Vida 
Benavides. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you have any recollection of receiving this memorandum? 

Answer. Vague recollection, yes. 

Question. Do you know why it was sent to you? 

Answer. Because I was one of the lead fund-raisers with Erica Payne on the 
event. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with anybody, prior to the fund-raiser 
being held, about Mr. Chung, apart from the one referred to earlier? 

Answer. Maybe to follow this up, or when is this contribution coming in? I don’t 
believe it was $100,000. I think it was anywhere between 60 and 80. And to the 
best of my recollection, that’s what I recall. 

Question. Do you know whether you were able to allow Mr. Chung’s parents to 
attend the reception, to attend the event? 

Answer. Yeah, I think it is a documented request. People were entitled to bring 
their quests, and this was just informing us that he was bringing his parents. So, 
you know, I think we just filed it and included — probably subsequent to this memo 
asked for the names of them so they could be included on the guest list and coming 
as Johnny Chung’s guests. 

Question. Did you ever — have you ever asked for a background check or back- 
groimd research to be done on Mr. Chung? 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Did you ever have misgivings about Mr. Chung as a contributor? 

Answer. I will say that I was struck by his company brochure that included pic- 
tures with himself and every Governor of every State in the country, including also 
the First Lady and the President. I just thought that was odd. But that’s the — I be- 
lieve also just the knack for pictures and pictures and what have you. Those were 
the two issues that stood out in my mind most. 

Question. When did you first see the company literature you were just referring 

to? 

Answer. It could — ^it was in and around the time of this event. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Chung sent you materials about his company 
in or Etround the time of this event? 

Answer. I don’t recall whether it was him sending it to me or me getting it firom 
Vida Benavides or somebody else having it and my seeing it. I’m not sure. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-23 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-23 was marked for identification.] 
examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. And how did your relationship with Mr. Chung develop after this, the 
initial fund-raising event that he attended? 

Answer. Keeping in touch, formal, and I don’t think we dealt together with any 
other events or activities. 

Question. How often did you speak with him? 

Answer. In the 3 yesxs now, maybe five occasions, six occasions. Somewhere in 
that neighborhood. 

Question. Do you recall soliciting any subsequent contributions to the one dis- 
cussed in the memo we were just reviewing? 

Answer. I may have solicits him when I was in California in 1996 in preparation 
for our unity events in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document which is a number of pages long 
and the first page is marked DNC 1587948. It is a memorandum from Mr. Mercer 
to Richard Sullivan dated September 14, 1994, regarding the Vice Presidential 
luncheon list. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And I think the only thing I’ll refer to is the two sentences at the ban- 
ning which are: “This is the list you requested for the VP luncheon on 9/21. u is 
a pool of some of the best raisers-writers to draw from. Let’s get together to size 
it down. Thanks for your attention.” 
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When you referred to Mr. Chung as a part of the group some of the best “raisers” 
and “writers,” what were you referring to? 

Answer. F^bably from this, and not knowing him before the August event, the 
fact that he raised in the neighborhood of $60- to $80,000 was a good demonstration 
of abilities as a fund-raiser or capacity to write checks and that therefore he’d be 
included — I included him on the list of other people that had done comparable or 
more. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Chung ever solicited contributions from any- 
body else for the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know that for a fact. 

Question. Do you have any general knowledge that Mr. Chung requested contribu- 
tions from other individuals? 

Answer. I don’t have any general knowledge. My memory could be refreshed if I 
saw the checks that maybe were attributed to his fond-raising for the August event. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. SuUivan requested the list that you have set 
down in the memorandum that we are reviewing? 

Answer. Other than there being a VP luncheon, the natiu^ of which I was unsure 
of or I am unsure of, it was, you know — I mean, this business is a business of lists 
and we were constantly being asked for lists of people to include in activities. So 
I don’t know per se what that is without further information. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked Exhibit DM-24 for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-24 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Reed. Are we still on Johnny Chung? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Mr. Reed. I was going to suggest that when we finish up Johnny, that we recess 
and figure out where our schedule was. 

Mr. Wilson. I think I probably have 10 to 15 minutes of additional questions on 
Johnny Chung. 

The Witness. That’s fine with me. 

Mr. Wilson. If we could go through that, that would be best. 

Mr. Reed. Fine. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever have concerns that the money contributed by Mr. Chung 
might not be his own? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Did you ever arrange for Mr. Chung to meet with any administration 
or government officials? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did to the best of my recollection. 

Question. Do you know whether he ever made requests of you to help facilitate 
a meeting with government officieds? 

Answer. No, I do not recall him making the request or a request. 

Question. Did Mr. Chung ever express interest in trade missions to you? 

Answer. Not to me, no. 

Question. Did Mr. Chung ever mention John Huang to you? 

Answer. I may have mentioned John Huang to hmi, believing that John Huang 
was a leader in the Asian community and that if he had not met John Huang before 
or didn’t know him, that it might be in his interest to know who he was. For the 
record, as I would if I met an African American who was involved in the process 
and didn’t know other African Americans, I would introduce them. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of whether Mr. Chung took steps to contact 
or meet Mr. Huang after this suggestion? 

Answer. I do not know. 

Question. Do you recall any requests for Mr. Chimg to meet with Chairman 
Fowler? 

Answer. I don’t recall requests. I vaguely recall that he did meet with Mr. Fowler, 
but I don’t know under what circumstance or under whose auspices that that took 
place, to the best of my recollection. 

Question. Did Mr. Chung ever suggest to you that he would like to meet with Mr. 
Fowler? 

Answer. He may have, but I don’t think that I’m the one who initiated the meet- 
ing, to the best of my recollection. 

Question. Did you ever make a request of any White House personnel on behalf 
of Mr. Chung? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 
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Question. Did you know, and this again is asking for contemporaneous knowl- 
edge — ^that Johnny Chung and a number of Chinese businessmen attended a Presi- 
dential radio address on March 11, of 1995? 

Answer. Other than the press accounts, I had no idea that that had occurred. 

Question. Do you know of any subsequent conversations prior to press accounts 
about the March 11, 1995, Presidential radio address? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Having subsequently learned about the attendance of the Presidential 
ra^o address, did you recognize any of the names of individuals Mr. Chung went 
to the radio address with? 

Answer. If you mentioned a name, I would not know who it was nor could I pick 
anybody out of a lineup. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Chung was ever told of outstanding debts 
from the White House Christmas party? 

Answer. Other than press accounts and what’s been reported, I had no knowledge 
of that. 

Question. Apart from press accounts, were you ever aware that Mr. Chimg spoke 
wifli Richard Sullivan about going on a trade mission to China with Secretary 
Brown and the Department of Commerce? 

Answer. I never heard about it in the press and this is the first time I’m hearing 
it from you. 

Question. Did you ever receive requests firom Mr. Chung to locate and provide 
photographs? 

Answer. I may have, but I — I don’t recall. And I think — I believe it was in this 
deposition last week that we discussed my going over there on one or two occasions. 
I can tell you that it wasn’t to locate Johnny Chung’s photographs. 

Question. Have you ever heard of an individu^ whose name is Sheng Huaran, 
spelled S-H-E-N-G, H-U-A-R-A-N? 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, I do not know who that is. 

Question. Did you ever Have any conversations with any of your DNC colleagues 
about Mr. Chung meeting Secretary of Energy Hazel O’Leaiy? 

Answer. Prior to press accounts, I knew nothing of it. Nor had discussions with 
anybody. 

Question. Do you know what the China Everbright Group is? 

Answer. I do not know who the China Everbright Group is. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document which has been numbered DNC 
1781646. It is a memorandum for Jennifer Kaas from Mr. Mercer, dated April 18, 
1996. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Who is Jennifer Kaas? 

Answer. She worked in the Office of the Chairman and at the time it would be 
Chairman Fowler. 

Question. Do you recall preparing this memorandum? 

Answer. No, I don’t. But it looks like a memorandum from me. 

Question. The memo states that the chairman had requested a list of names. Do 
you know why these names were requested? 

Answer. The “re:” reads; Suggested names for special election prospecting, and I 
believe it was for a special election in that year. Which special election, I don’t re- 
call. And a list of those that might be interested in supporting the special election 
candidate for that race. 

Question. And what is referred to by special election in this context? 

Answer. Special election, as I know it, would be for somebody who’s resigned office 
and a special election is held to fill the vacancy, but I don’t know in what State 
or what office that was. 

Question. Do you remember why you included Mr. Chung’s name on this list? 

Answer. As it refers to prospecting, I included his name as somebody that would 
be among the other names of people that might be amenable to doing that. 

Question. And do you recall why you included Richard Park’s name on this list? 

Answer. For the same reason. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked Exhibit DM-25 for inclusion in the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-25 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. Is it all right it we go off the record? 

Mr. Yeager. Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

[Whereupon at 1:05 p.m., a lunch break was taken, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. When did you first hear the name Roger Tamraz? 

Answer. Maybe just in the office and his name coming up, being on a list, or that 
he was a major supporter or — ^but I don’t have any specinc recollection. 

Question. Have you ever met Mr. Tamraz? 

Answer. I don’t believe I have. I could have met him at a — at an event in New 
York or here in Washinrton, but I don’t believe I have. 

Question. Have you — did Mr. Tamraz ever contact you by telephone? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of, no. 

Question. Have you ever arranged introductions for Tamraz to meet government 
officials? 

Answer. Not that I recall or do I believe I was, no. 

Question. Have you ever assisted Mr. Tamraz in any way? 

Answer. I don’t believe I have. 

Mr, Reed. He meant knowingly. 

The Witness. Yeah. I mean, knowingly or, you know, to the best of my recollec- 
tion, no. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Prior to November of 1996, were you aware that other DNC employees 
were in contact with Mr. Tamraz? 

Answer. Not — I did not know that for a fact, no. 

Question. Specifically, were you aware of whether Carol Khare was ever in contact 
witii Mr. Tamraz? 

Answer. No, I was not aware of that. 

Question. Did you ever discuss Mr. Tamraz with anybody at the DNC 

Answer. Quite- 

Question. Prior to November of 1996? 

Answer. Possibly. But I, other than press reports, didn’t know what business he 
was in or what his interests were or anything of that. But it’s not to say that his 
name couldn't have come up in conversation. 

Question. In 1995, prior to the end of 1995, were you ever aware that Mr. Tamraz 
had met Chairman Fowler in Chaiman Fowler’s offices? 

Answer. I was not aware of that. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve pven the witness a document that’s actually five pages. The first 
page is marked DNC 3116350. The second page is a memorandiun, and the third 
and fourth pages are continuations of the memorandum, and the fifth page is a sep- 
arate memorandum. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. If you would, please, focusing on the memorandum on the second page 
of what I’ve riven you, it’s to Don Fowler from an individual named Alejandra 
Castillo, dated July 12th, 1995, regarding a meeting with Roger Tamraz. Have 
you — have you ever seen this memorandiun before? 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Do you recall whether you had any conversations with either Ms. 
Castillo or Ari Swiller in July of 1995 about Roger Tamraz? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-26 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-26 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Reed. Just note for the record, just to follow up on an objection that Mr. 
Yeager made last week, that we’re not objecting to your inclusion into the record 
of documents that David can’t identify or he’s never seen before, but the record 
should be absolutely clear that you’re including it for whatever purposes you have 
indicated, among those to permit Mr. Mercer to review them in connection with his 
review of his own deposition. So I want to make it clear he doesn’t know anything 
about that document. 

Mr. Wilson. Sure. Since the deposition began last Thursday, I have made a deci- 
sion to include everything that I use in the record, simply as a convenience to refer 
to for anybody who’s reviewing the deposition. 

Mr. Reed. That’s fine. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Actually, just turning attention again, before we put the memorandum 
away, it mentions during the body of the memorandum problems that Mr. Tamraz 
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was having with the international business community. Were you ever aware, prior 
to media accounts in late 1996, of any problems that Mr. Tamraz was having with 
the international business community? 

Answer. Prior to media accoiuits, I have no recollection or do I believe 1 knew of 
any international business dealings as may be mentioned here in the memo. 

Question. Are you — did you particmate in any discussions during which Mr. 
Tamraz’s potential participation in a Commerce Department Trade Board was dis- 
cussed? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. Actually, if we could turn to the final page of the materials that I’ve 
given you with this last exhibit, there’s a memorandum for Roger Tamraz for Rich- 
ard Sullivan and Ari Swiller dated March 28th, 1996. Were you aware in 1996, prior 
to November of 1996, of any contributions that Mr. Tamraz made to either State 
Democratic parties or State political candidates? 

Answer. 'This is the first time I’m seeing this memo. However, I think there were 
press accounts regarding contributions to the Virginia State Democratic party, as 
IS indicated here on the 7/19/95 entry. But that’s what I know of it, being a State — 
the Virginia State Democratic party. And that’s what I knew as is reflected here. 

Question. Did you ever participate in any discussions wherein people were dis- 
cussing Mr. — ^potential conMbutions to State parties by Mr. Tamraz? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. 'Ilie memorandum that we have reviewed fi:t>m Ms. Castillo to Chair- 
man Fowler, do you have any knowledge of whether anybody in the DNC, apart 
fi^m Mr. Fowler, received this memorandum? And apart from the two courtesy copy 
names mentioned at the end of the memorandum, do you have any knowledge that 
anybody else received this memorandum? 

Answer. I do not have any independent knowledge. 

Mr. Reed. Do you have knowledge that Mr. Fowler received the memorandum? 

The Witness. No I do not. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did— do you know whether Chairman Fowler ever offered assistance to 
Tamraz in meeting with Federal officials? 

Answer. No, I do not, other than what has been recorded in the press. 

Question. Do you know Eric Hotung? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Hotung? 

Answer. I don’t have a specific recollection. I think it was in the — ^it was in the 
last year and a half, 2 years, maybe. 

Question. Did you ever contact Mr. Hotung to ask for a— contributions to the 
DNC? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you have a genered recollection of how you initially met? 

Answer. I may have been introduced to him by Pat O’Connor. 

Question. Do you have any recollections of Mr. O’Connor contacting you regarding 
Mr. Hotung? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. And why did Mr. O’Connor contact you regarding Mr. Hotung? 

Answer. I believe it was referring to a meeting that had been arranged for him 
to be introduced or to meet Mr. Bercer, Sandy Berger. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. O’Connor contend you about this meeting? 

Answer. I’ve been associated with Mr. O’Connor before, so I have worked with 
him before. And I don’t know what his fi'ame of mind was or what motivated him 
to contact me. I can only assume that he knew me and brought it to my attention. 
Why he did to the exclusion of others or if he, in fact, did contact others, I don’t 
know. But I don’t know his frame of mind. I can only meike assumptions about it. 

Question. When — you just mentioned a moment ago that you’ve been associate 
with Mr. O’Connor prior to this particular communication. V^at did you mean by 
that? 

Answer. I meant that, as a supporter of the DNC, Mr. O’Connor was actively in- 
volved with us and that I had known him prior to his mention of Eric Hotung. 

Question. Just generally speaking, what types of matters had you and Mr. O’Con- 
nor discussed, aside fiwm anything involving Mr. Hotung? 

Answer. We woifid discuss visits maybe to the Chairman or events that may be 
held in Minneapolis and them having a long tradition of supporting Democrats in 
Minneapolis and Minnesota. We would — they would be a point of contact, as others 
were. And then, on another matter regarding Indians and the conversion of a dog 
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track to a gaming casino, the purchase by the Delaware company to another group 
of Indians that would convert it to a dog track and the concern by Indians in Min- 
nesota being — having a concern that the development of that casino would affect 
their gaming business. And other matters that I was not fully detailed or had de- 
tailed information about. 

Question. What clients did Mr. O’Connor represent, to the best of your recollec- 
tion? 

Answer. I do not know the answer to that. I don’t know for sure his relationship 
with Hotung, the Indians or who else he may represent for cUents. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document which appears to be a photocopied 
page of telephone C£ill slips. It’s been marked F 0040703. 

And the call sUp second from the top is to Pat O’Connor from David Mercer, and 
it mentions two things. One is — first is wants David Mercer to follow up with him 
in relation to Hotun^s several items. And the second is meeting with Don and Pa- 
tricia Hotung. 

Do you know whether you called Mr. O’Connor — first of all, do you know whether 
you received this call slip? 

Answer. I don’t believe I received the call slip. I believe that I got an indication 
that he had called, but I don’t — into the Chairman’s office as opposed to calling me 
direct and being informed that he had called. But I don’t know if it was related to 
this matter or at another time that he had called. 

Question. Do you know whether you called Mr. O’Connor back? 

Answer. Precipitated by this particular call message, I don’t know if that’s the 
case. But it’s not to say that I, as stated earlier, did not have conversations on items 
as may be broadly described here. 

Question. Focusing on the first item described in the phone message, following up 
in relation to the Hotungs several items, do you have any recollection of — of what 
this might have entailed? 

Answer. I don’t have a recollection, but it might have entailed the Sandy Berger 
meeting. It might have entailed them participating in an event, but I don’t know. 

Question. Were you aware of a meeting taking place between Chairman Dodd and 
Patricia Hotung? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, I don’t recall that ever happening, or I 
don’t remember the request as it’s indicated here. 

Question. Do you know Patricia Hotung was to meet with Chairman Dodd? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Did you arrange a meeting between Chairman Fowler and the Hotungs 
on September 14 of 1996? 

Answer. Not that I recall or — nor do I have a recollection of being in the meeting 
or making those arrangements, no. 

Question. Did you ever attend any meetings with either of the Hotungs and Chair- 
man Fowler? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 

Question. Did you ever discuss the Hotungs with any governmental officials? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did, no. 

Mr. Reed. I assume the question was designed to mean in connection with their 
official capacity as opposed to 

Mr. Wilson. Actu^y, I — I will leave it very broad. I’m just trying to eliminate 
possibUities, whether you had any conversations about the Hotungs with anybody 
that was employed by the government in any guise or capacity. 

The Witness. Other than being with Mr. Hotung and Mr. Simonton at the time 
that they — not they but Eric Hotang had seen Mr. Berger. And I may have intro- 
duced the two, but I don’t have recollection of it, but I may have done that. I don’t 
know. 

But, other than that, I have — I did not make calls, I don’t beUeve, to set up the 
introduction or ansrthing like that. But I was present when — ^when — at least I saw 
them talking for an 3 rwhere from 8 to 10 minutes. 

Mr. Wilson. This is submitted into evidence. It’s been marked Exhibit DM-27. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-27 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether the Hotungs ever attended a White House din- 
ner? 

Answer. I vaguely remember that I may have seen them on a list; but I don’t 
know if, in fact, they attended a dinner or not. 
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Mr. Wilson. I’m giving the witness a memorandum that’s been marked DNC 
3020787. It’s to Chairman Fowler from David Mercer, dated September 14, 1995, 
regarding a meeting with Mr. and Mrs. Eric Hotung. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Having looked at this memorandum, do you know whether you oraa- 
nized the dinner tetween the Hotungs and the Ffresident and Mrs. Clinton on Fri- 
day of September 15th? 

Mr. Reed. I’m going to object to the form of the question — or^nized the dinner. 
I know what you’re getting to. I think you might want to restate it, though. 

Mr. Wilson. Yeah. Let me, obviously, back up. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. The memo refers to a White House dinner puiportedly for Se^mber 
15m of 1995 with Pat O’Connor involving the President ana Mrs. Clinton. Did you 
have any involvement with helping to organize such a dinner? 

Answer. I did not organize tne dinner with the President and Mrs. Clinton. How- 
ever, I may have included them on the list of people who were attending; and that 
was in cot\]unction with Richard Sullivan. 

Question. Do you know what type of a ditmer this was? 

Answer. I do not know. 

Question. Was it a — an event for a small number of people or was it a large num- 
ber of people? 

Answer. I don’t know. For the record, I wasn’t present at the event; and I don’t 
believe I was in town at the time of the event. 

Question. And the concluding paragraph of the memorandum, it states, we will 
be helping to set up a meeting with the Hotungs at the National Security Council, 
hopeftdly with Sandy Berger. Who do you recollect the “we” refers to? 

Answer. It may have been — ^I don’t know for a fact who the we refers to, whether 
it’s we, DNC, or we the DNC, Pat O’Connor, et al. Or — I don’t have a recollection 
of that. I think I’m passing on information that maybe was shared with me by Pat 
O’Connor and his making arrangements, but 1 don’t know for sure that that’s the 
case. 

Question. Did you request Chairman Fowler to contact the National Security 
Council to help set up a meeting with Sandy Be^er? 

Answer. I don’t believe that 1 did that. Again, as is pointed out here, I think I 
made reference to information that I had; and I don’t know that I particularly re- 
quested of Mr. Chairman — Chairman Fowler — of Chairman Fowler to set up that 
meeting. 

Question. Where did the idea for a meeting with Sandy Berger originate? 

Answer. 1 — to the best of my recollection — and I’m not all too clear — I’m assuming 
that it came from Pat O’Connor. 

Question. Do you recall either Mr. or Mrs. Hotung ever asking you to help to set 
up a meeting with Sandy Berger? 

Answer. I recall that neither of them ever did that. 

Question. And do you know why Mr. O’Connor was interested in having the 
Hotungs meet with Sandy Beiger? 

Answer. I am not fully aware of why he would want that to happen or what his 
discussions with the Hotungs would have been in pursuing that interest. 

Question. Do you have any general understanding of what this meeting was to be 
about? 

Answer. I, sitting from a nonpolicy standpoint and position, assumed that he, 
being a British citizen and from Hong Kong, could give some insight as to the trans- 
fer from a British government or British possession to — ^back to China. But I don’t 
know that for a fact. I was only assuming that, given the facts. 

Question. Do you know whether a meeting between toe Hotungs and Sandy 
Be^er actually md take place? 

Answer. As I alluded to earlier, Sandy Berger had sat in toe vestibule or area, 
as I can best recall, for about 8 to 10 minutes with Mr. Hotong as a courtesy and 
heard him out; and then they left. 

Question. And where did this occur? 

Answer. Outside of toe Roosevelt room, I believe. 

Question. And were you there at toe time? 

Answer. 1 was there at toe time. 

Question. Who else was in attendance? 

Answer. Mr. Simonton, who I believe was also affiliated with toe law firm of 
O’Connor and Hannon, to which Mr. Pat O’Connor is a partner. 
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Question. Was Mr. O’Connor in attendance at this 

Answer. No, he was not. 

Question. The memorandum indicates that the Hotungs will be contributing 
$100,000 to the DNC. Do you know whether anybody at the DNC asked them to 
contribute $100,000 to the DNC? 

Answer. I think Pat O’Connor informed us that they would be contributing. And 
I was sharing that with Richard Sullivan, as I believe I was traveling at the time 
and, therefore, was not around when the actual contribution was made. So I don’t 
know that he was asked per se, other than knowing that Mr. O’Connor had in- 
formed us that they were doing so. 

Question. Did you or the Hotungs ever discuss with the White House — I ask you 
if wu just strike that, please. 

Did you or the Hotungs discuss these meetings with the White House or the NSC 
or other officials before you knew that there might be a political contribution? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Sure. 

Mr. Wilson. Ill ask you to read the question, if you wouldn’t mind. 

[The reporter read back as requested.]. 

The Witness. No, not to my knowledge. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. The memorandum states that Mr. Hotung is a British citizen that lives 
in Hong Kong. Do you recall how you knew this at the time? 

Answer. I don’t recall, but I’m assuming it came to me from Pat O’Connor. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. O’Connor provided any biographical informa- 
tion on the Hotungs to you? 

Answer. He or Patricia’s staff from New York may have sent me a bio. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with either of the Hotungs after the meeting 
wito Sandy Berger? 

Answer. I don’t believe I have, except I may have called to their New York home 
or office — I’m not sure which it is — to inform them maybe about the convention ac- 
tivity or, you know, some general operating business. But I don’t recall on, you 
know, beyond that, any other exchange. And I never actually spoke to Mrs. Hotung; 
and I don’t believe I’ve spoken with Mr. Hotung directly at any time subsequent to 
that or, for that matter, whether I did before other than to meet him. 

Question. Did you ever request any additional biographical information apart from 
that which you mentioned might have been sent to you by the Hotungs? 

Answer. Did I get more information other than the bio? 

Question. Yeah. 

Answer. Not that I know of or not that I — no. No. 

Question. On the — the bottom of the memorandum that we’ve been reviewing, 
there is what — there is a handwritten note, which appears to state: Checks coming 
tomorrow. Do you recognize this handwriting? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge as to what this refers to? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-28 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-28 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I have given Mr. Mercer a three-page document. It’s titled: Richard 
Sullivan Call Sheet. The first page is marked DNC 3124452. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And I would like to refer specifically to the second page of this March 
27, 1996, call sheet, which indicates that there are two calls from Mr. Mercer to 
Mr. Sullivan. The first was placed at 12:35; and the list says, please call, it’s lurgent. 
And the second is less than — 3 hours later, and reads, please have Thomann stay 
off Hotung. Pat O’Connor will tell us when money is coming in. 

Do you know what these messages refer to? 

Answer. The first one, I don’t know, although 1 was working on a — an event in 
New Orleans. And, as in many instances, there’s issues that have to be dealt with 
and communicated back to the home office; and so it could be that. 

Or, with regard to the second message at 3:15, I believe that Mark Thomann, one 
of our fund-raisers, may have been in Minneapolis at that point or Minnesota and 
was soliciting the Hotungs; and I was suggesting to Richard that he let them know 
that they were simultaneously already involved with donating back in Washington. 
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And I may have gotten a call from Pat O’Connor letting me know that and me com- 
municating that to Richard Sulhvan. 

Question. And what was the substance of the conversation between Mr. O’Connor 
and yourself? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I’m only gleaning that from — gleaning that from the mes- 
sage and note here. 

Question. Do you — do you know whether Mr. O’Connor conveyed the Hotungs’ con- 
tribution to the DNC or whether it was the Hotungs who conveyed their contribu- 
tion to the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know for a fact because I wasn’t there. I don’t have a recollec- 
tion — I know it was conveyed into DNC; but who actually did the conveying, I’m not 
sure. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Thomann had any other contacts with the 
Hotungs other than the one that’s apparently referred to here? 

Answer. I don’t know, and I don’t know for a fact that he had contact with the 
Hotungs in this instance as well. It could have been very well contact with Pat 
O’Connor, but I don’t know — regarding the Hotungs. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-29 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-29 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know James Riady? 

Answer. I know the name, and I may have met him on two or three occasions. 

Question. Do you recall when you first might have met him? 

Answer. I might have met him in 1993 as he was coming into an event, but I’m 
not altogether sure. It just would seem like a possibility. But I’m not sure that he 
actually attended, but I just have a vague recollection of that. 

Question. And do you know what that event was? 

Answer. It was the one we discussed earlier regarding the Creative Artist Agency 
event in 1993. 

Question. And what gives you the sense that you might have met him at that 
time? 

Answer. Because John Huang I know was there, and I just somehow — I didn’t see 
John standing alone. And just what I can envision as we sit here, I would think 
that Mr. Riady was there, and I may have shaken his hand as he was going to the 
door. 

Question. And do you recedl subsequent occasions of meeting Mr. Riady — James 
Riady? 

Answer. I — ^the next time I believe I saw Mr. Riady was in 1996 at a — maybe a 
September event at the Sheraton Carlton Hotel. 

Question. And were there subsequent occasions on which you met Mr. Riady — 
James Riady? 

Answer. Subsequent to 1996? 

Question. To 1996. 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever met Mr. Mochtar Riady? 

Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Have you ever spoken with him? 

Answer. I’ve spoken with neither Riady on the phone or — other than saying hello, 
how are you, and that’s it. 

Question. Did you ever arrange introductions for the Riadys to meet with govern- 
ment officials? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Q^stion. Did you ever receive any requests for your help to facihtate or help or- 
ganize meetings between either James or Mochtar Riady and any government em- 
ployee? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Have you ever met Arief or Soraya Wiriadinata? 

Answer. I do not believe that I have. If you told me who they were and had them 
in front of me. I’m not sure I could say I’ve seen them before. 

Question. Do you recall ever having spoken with tihem on — either one on the tele- 
phone? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Do you recall ever soliciting contributions from either Mr. or Mrs. 
Wiriadinata? 
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Answer. I don’t believe I’ve — Shaving not talked to them on the phone or seen them 
in person, I don’t believe I’ve ever solicited them personally for contributions. 

Question. Apart from media commentary on the Wiriadinatas, are you aware of 
any of your DNC colleagues soliciting contributions from the Wiriadinatas? 

Answer. No I’m not aware, except for maybe John Huang did, but I don’t know. 

Question. Were you aware of contributions made by them at the time that the con- 
tributions came in? 

Answer. Could you repeat the question? 

Question. Yeah. Were you aware of contributions made by either Mr. or Mrs. 
Wiriadinata at the time that the contributions were made? 

Answer. There was one occasion that I know that they made a contribution, I 
think, around the ’93 — ^around the year of 1993; and then I’m not sure if it was ’94 
or ’95 that they made a subsequent contribution. And I believe I was aware of that 
contribution coming in at that time. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document which is numbered DNC 1227446, 
entitled DNC Finance Executive Summary, dated 11/1/96. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And it pertains to Arief Wiriadinata. And the veiy last entry in a list 
of entries of what appear to be contributions is one for November 9, 1995, listing 
a $15,000 contribution; and the fund-raiser is listed as David Mercer. Do you know 
why you’re listed as the fund-raiser in this instance? 

Answer. The check coming in to me and either me filling out the check tracking 
form or somebody else filling out the check tracking form and that being used to 
key punch in as to generating the report. 

Question. Having looked at this document, do you have any recollection of the No- 
vember, 1995, contribution being made to the DNC? 

Answer. Other than documents that have been presented to me prior, I was not 
aware or would I have been able to recall that the — that my name was associated 
with the Wiriadinata contribution. I had a cursory involvement with, I believe, the 
November 9th, ’95 fund-raiser and that myself, in addition to others working on the 
fund-raisers, were named as associated with that event. 

Or I could have received the check knowing that I didn’t know if they were at- 
tending the event or if that was a contribution that I had associated with them 
being tied to, so I filled out the tracking form or somebody else did using my name. 
So I’m not sure which is 

Question. Do you know who else was involved in helping to organize the Novem- 
ber 9, 1995, fund-raiser event? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, it could have been Mona Pasquil and — 
and Sam Newman. 

Question. Did you ever ask anybody to provide background information on either 
Mr. or Mrs. Wiriadinata? 

Answer. I did not. But I’ll state also for the record that' them having been prior 
contributors I assumed — ^the thought or the question of asking for background infor- 
mation just never even occurred because of prior contributing. 

Question. Just facially looking at this document, the first contribution Usted on 
the document we’re examining is the one made on November 9 of 1995. Were you 
aware of earlier contributions at the time of this contribution? 

Answer. I believe the Wiriadinatas I thought had contributed prior to 1995. And 
that’s the recollection I have. And it could be under a corporate name or something 
else, but I don’t know. I don’t know why it wouldn’t be or whether or not there’s 
another page to this or — I’m just not sure. It just sticks in my mind as them having 
contributed before. 

Question. Do you know whether either Mr. or Mrs. Wiriadinata ever contacted you 
after the November 9, 1995, contribution had been made? 

Answer. I am, to the best of my recollection, not aware that they tried to contact 
me. 

Question. Are you aware of any requests made by either of the Wiriadinatas to 
other DNC officims? 

Answer. No, I’m not. 

Question. Do you know of any DNC official seeking to facilitate visits to the White 
House by the Wiriadinatas? 

Answer. No, I’m not. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Wiriadinata ever attended a movie at the 
White House? 

Answer. No, I am not aware of that. 
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Question. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-30 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-30 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. When did you first hear the name Yogesh Gandhi? 

Answer. It had to be with a name — that name, it had to be in the press. 

Question. Do you recall, prior to press accounting of Mr. Gandhi’s political con- 
tribution, ever having spoken to him or met him? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a letter that has been marked EOF 05587. It’s 
a letter to President Clinton finm an attorney whose name is Richard C. Agins, A- 
G-I-N-S. It’s dated August 14, 1996. The single-page document does not have Mr. 
Mercer’s name on it. 

This — ^I’U give you a moment just to review this. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. This letter discusses a purported arrangement between Chsdrman 
Fowler and an organization wherein Chairman Fowler had promised two videotaped 
addresses in exchange for $50,000. Do you know of any such promise made by Mr. 
Fowler? 

Mr. Yeager. I think I have to object to your characterization of a letter. I think 
the letter speaks for itself. 

Mr. Wilson. Well taken. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any of the issues discussed in this letter? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Do you know of— of a dispute involving — do you know any of the back- 
ground of the (fispute that’s described in this letter? And, if so, what is the back- 
ground? 

Answer. Yes, I am aware of the background. And we were introduced to the — a 
representative or actually the president of Hermes Enterprises — his name is slip- 
ping me now — ^who was introduced to us maybe I think by a Christine Wamke of 
Hogan & Hartson, with the idea that he was interested in becoming a member of 
our trustee or major supporters proCTam. 

Upon meeting Mr. Fowler, he had asked or made a request of the — of a videotape 
with Mr. Clinton featured in it to the Greek American community; and it was not 
anything tied to the contribution although, as this letter states, in his mind he saw 
the two things locked. 

I first — ^it was first communicated to me by phone by, I think his name is John 
Kalargios, spelled K-A-L-A-R-G-I-O-S; and it was kind of shocking that he was 
wanting to have a return of the contribution because we could not facilitate the pro- 
duction of videotapes, which were never promised, but conveyed that we would 
make a request and to see about the feasibility of doing so. 

This letter seems to be a follow-up, which I have never seen, to that background 
information that I’ve just described here. 

Question. What did Mr. Kalargios tell you that Mr. Fowler had promised him? 

Answer. Well, I believe I was in the meeting; and he had made the request for 
a videotape to the Greek American community, him being a member of the Greek 
American community. 

I believe Mr. Fowler sought or I may have sought to see what the feasibility of 
getting a tape made, and it wasn’t feasible, commurJcating that to Mr. Kalargios 
as well as to Ms. Wamke and letting them know that, you know, these things 
aren’t — ^you know, one, we’re not in control of the circumstances, so we can’t spe^ 
to that. And, you know, if you gave the contribution based on that, then, you know, 
as far as I was concerned, return the money and let them be — ^you know, what he — 
proceed as he wants to. 

Question. You’ve — you just referred to a meeting that took place. Who — who at- 
tended the meeting that you referred to? 

Answer. I believe it was myself, Don Fowler, Mr. Kalargios, and I am not sure 
that Christine Wamke was there, but I believe she was. 

Question. And do you recall when that meeting took place? 

Answer. I heUeve it was in December of 1996-^xcuse me, December of 1995. 

Question. Do you know if any videotape of any sort was provided for the Hermes 
organization? 

Answer. No, it was not — to the best of my knowledge. 
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Question. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-31 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM~31 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know Ramesh Kapur? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. When did you — ^have you ever met Mr. Kapur in person? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. Where did you first meet Mr. Kapur? 

Answer. I don’t recall when the first time I met him is. Suffice it to say, though. 
I’ve known of him or I’ve known him or seen him over the last 2 or 3 years. 

Question. Do you know of any efforts to organize a meeting between Mr. Kapur 
and any government official? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Are you aware of Mr. Kapur ever having met with Roger Johnson at 
any time in 1995 or 1996? 

Answer. It’s the first time I’m hearing it. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Monsoor Ijaz? 

Answer. Ijaz? 

Question. Ijaz. 

Answer. I know the name. I don’t know what he looks like, nor what he does or 
who he is. 

Mr. Reed. How do you spell that last name? 

Mr. Wilson. I-J-A-z. 

’The Witness. I thought it was A, but 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether he made any contributions to the DNC? 

Answer. I’m assuming, hearing of him in my department or seeing the name, that 
he was probably a msgor supporter of ours; but 1 don’t know when he made con- 
tributions and what he participated in. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of whether Mr. Ijaz met with government — 
any government officials in 1996 or 1996? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. Do you know who George Chu is? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Do you know what his occupation is? 

Answer. Not per se, no. Some counsel or — I’m not sure what his — I know he chairs 
or is president of some entity, the interest of which I don’t know. 

Question. Did you ever solicit contributions finm Mr. Chu? 

Answer. Yes, I did. In the winter — in the early part of 1997. 

Question. Did you have any interaction with Mr. Chu before November of 1996? 
Answer. I don’t believe I did, no. 

Question. Do you know either Jim Irwin or Joseph Ruggiero of the IMP AC organi- 
zation? 

Answer. The names again. 

Question. Jim Irwin or Joseph Ruggiero from the IMPAC — I-M-P-A-C — organiza- 
tion? 

Answer. Is that out of New York? 

Question. I actually don’t know where it’s 

Answer. There’s a Raepo. I don’t know if that’s a misweUing, but 

Question. I do know ^e spelling of the name is R-U-G-G-I-E-R-0. 

Answer. I don’t know who that is. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of a meeting between Chairman Fowler, 
John Huang and Ambassador March Fong Eu in April of 1996? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know March Fong Eu — ^Ambassador March Fong Eu? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. When did you first meet? 

Answer. I think I first met her in the fall of 1996, although I had heard about 
her I think before that. 

Question. What were the circumstances of you meeting her? 

Answer. In participating in one of our unity events in the fall, I believe it was 
October, of 1996. 

Question. And do you know whether she did participate in this event? 

Answer. She did participate. 
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Question. Did you have conversations with her about participating in the unity 
event? 

Answer. I don’t think I did directly with her, most likely with David Lai, although 
I did talk to her briefly at the event. 

Question. Who is David Lai? 

Answer. He’s an associate of Ms. — or Ambassador March Fong Eu’s. In what ca- 
pacity, I’m not sure. 

Question. Do you know if Ambassador March Fong Eu ever provided fund-raising 
names to the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know if she provided names. I know that, from David Lai’s rep- 
resentation, that she was active in helping us raise funds. Whether — I don’t know 
if she actually solicited them or what have you, but she represented those that did 
contribute and was attending as a part of that and may have written her own check. 
I’m not sure. 

Question. What did David Lai tell you she was doing to help raise funds for the 
DNC? 

Answer. I don’t think he was specific as to the people she was calling or how she 
was calling. 

My conversations with David Lai were the logistics of the event — when to come, 
aU that business, and the names of the people that would be on the guest list and 
the amount of money that would be forwarded to the DNC. 

Subsequent conversations have had to deal with wanting to meet with the current 
chairman, given the Asian community’s sensitivity to the inquiries over the last 8 
months. 

Question. And when have these subsequent conversations taken place? 

Answer. Probably April or May I received my first call from David Lai expressing 
an interest and communicating the sorrow and the grievance of the Asian American 
community with regard to the inquiries made and targeted to the Asian American 
community. 

Question. And is that April and May of 1997? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Okay. You stated earlier in this deposition that you’ve — ^you knew Sec- 
retary Ron Brown since your childhood. Did you have re^ar contacts with Sec- 
retary Brown while he was at the Department of Commerce? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Did you ever discuss trade missions with Secretary Brown? 

Answer. Never. 

Question. Do you know Michael Brown? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. How do you know Michael Brown? 

Answer. I believe the first time 1 met Michael Brown was when we were both 
working on his father’s campaign to be the first African American Chairman of the 
DNC. 

Question. And when was that? 

Answer. That would have been in 1989, ’90. 

Question. How often did you speak with Michael Brown during 1996 — prior to No- 
vember of 1996? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Ye^. How often do you recall speaking with Michael Brown in 1996 — 
prior to November of 1996? 

Answer. So you’re asking me within the year of 1996 how often we would be 

Question. Uh-huh. 

Answer. Maybe, I don’t know, anywhere between 5 and 10 times, 10 times being 
the high end — if at all. 

Question. Are you stfll in regular contact with Mr. Michael Brown? 

Answer. I wouldn’t call it regulEu- contact, but I call it familiEU- contact. 

Question. Are you familiar with an organization called America’s Fund? 

Answer. Yes, I am. 

Question. What is America’s Fund? 

Answer. America’s Fund was started as a — following the paradigm of Emily’s List, 
being that there were no comparable organizations. As Emily’s List is to women, 
what America’s Fund would like to be to the African American community in sup- 
porting African American candidates that were responsive to the — the urban policy 
needs of — concerning urban issues. 

Question. When did you first become familiar with America’s Fund? 

Answer. Probably in 1993 or 1994. I attended a reception on Jackson Place, which 
could have been the kickoff to it, but I’m not sure if it was a kickoff or just an an- 
nual event. 



495 


Question. Are you aware of any meeting between Michael Brown and Chairman 
David Wilhelm at the DNC? 

Answer. Vaguely. I know Ron — I mean Michael has met with probably Chairman 
Fowler, and I know he’s met with Chairman Grossman, excuse me, regaling Amer- 
ica’s Funds and — ^America’s Fund and ideas. But it was a nonpartisan organization; 
and thought was given to whether or not they would change their charter to a par- 
tisan o^anization, which is currently what it’s doing now is determining whether 
or not it’s becoming a partisan organization as opposed to a nonpartisan organiza- 
tion, supporting Republicans and/or Democrats. 

Question. What is Michael Brown’s role in America’s Fund? What was it when you 
first became aware of America’s Fund? What is it now? 

Answer. I believe a board member. 

Question. Do you know who else — other board members of America’s Fund? 

Answer. Jeff Scruggs. Brian Mathes is the founder. I think America’s Fund was 
based on a thesis he wrote while at the Harvard Business School or Harvard Law 
School. Carolyn — Carol Crawford. And off the top of my head the other names are 
not coming to me. 

Question. Did you arrange the meetings you described between Michael Brown 
and Chairman Wilhelm and then later Chairman Fowler and Grossman? 

Answer. I believe that Michael can call any chairman, given that his dad was a 
chairman, and they would be receptive to meeting them. I think I was then later 
informed that he was meeting and either I would participate or it was just an FYI. 

Question. Did you attend Michael Brown’s meeting with Chairman Wilhelm? 

Answer. I don’t recall doing so, but it’s quite possible I did. 

Question. Do you recall whether you attended Michael Brown’s meeting with 
Chairman Fowler? 

Answer. The answer would be the same. I could have, but I don’t recall doing so. 

Question. Do you know if he had more than one meeting with Chairman Fowler? 

Answer. I don’t know how many meetings he’s had, off the top of my head. 

Mr. Reed. And do you recall whether you attended Mr. Brown’s meeting with 
Chairman Grossman? 

The Witness. Yes, I do. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. And did you attend? 

.^swer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Was there more than one meeting with Chairman Grossman? 

Answer. I think this was one I did attend, and there may have been another sub- 
se^ent meeting, but I’m not sure of that. 

Question. And what was the substance of what was discussed in the meeting with 
Chairman Grossman, to the extent you remember? 

Answer. It was about America’s Fund and where it’s heading and an update on 
that; the contemplation of maybe becoming a Democratic PAC, if you will, as op- 
posed to a nonpartisan PAC; the Chairman’s storytelling about his relationship with 
Michael Brown’s father and — ^and that being the to-do with the Chairman’s support 
of Ron Brown during his candidacy for the chairmanship back in ’89 when I believe 
the current chair was then at that time the State chair of Massachusetts. And then, 
also, picking Michael’s brain for outreach to the African American community, what 
we can be doing better, how we reach the generation coming up, the kind of staffing 
at the DNC. 

Question. Did the DNC ever make contributions to America’s Fund? 

Answer. We did not, as far as I am concerned or know. 

Question. In any of the meetings that you participated in with Michael Brown at 
the DNC, were Gene or Nora or 'Wsha Lum ever discussed? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. The only time I knew of the Lums was through 
the papers and I met the two daughters at a wedding in Chicago. 

Question. Whose wedding was it that you met the daughters at? 

Answer. It was at Michael Frazier and Carla Dibble’s wedding. 

Question. Did Michael Brown ever discuss with you his position as president of 
D 3 mamic Energy Resources? 

Answer. Only that he was going to that company, I believe, or was leaving or 
something. But it was in gene^ reference. I didn’t — I didn’t know at the time who, 
who they were or what the company was. 

Question. Did he ever discuss his relationship with Gene or Nora Lum with you? 

Answer. We had dinner probably 3 months ago, and only mentioned that they 
were, you know, about the FBI deal, which I can’t even recall what he told me, but 
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it was only that, you know, that they were talking to the FBI, but I don’t know what 
juncture, whether that was when they pleaded or what. But it was very brief. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a multipage document; the first page is DNC 
3025392. This includes Chairman Fowler’s schedule for July 12, 1995. And on the 
second page of the schedule at 11 a.m. there is reference to a meeting with Michael 
Brown, Minyon Moore to attend this meeting. 

BDCAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether you attended this meeting as well? 

Answer. I — I can’t recall if I did or not. Nothing is strikiM me that 

Question. Do you recall attending any meetings with Chairman Fowler during 
which an individual named Alex was in attendance? 

Answer. I believe — I mean Alejandra Castillo could be referring — ^this could be a 
reference to Alejandra Castillo. I mean, that’s my only feedback. 

Mr. Wilson. This document’s mark^ Exhibit DM-32 for inclusion in the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-32 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know either Nora or Gene Lum? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Have you personally met them at any time? 

Answer. I don’t believe I have. 

Question. Do you know an individual named A1 Wong? 

Answer. A1 Wong? 

Question. W-O-N-G. 

Answer. Not off the top of my head, no. 

Question. Prior to November of 1M6, did you ever discuss either Nora or Gene 
Lxun with anybody at the DNC? 

Answer. I’m sure with the press accounts, and being that given within the cam- 
paign finance stuff and them being, you know, high profile, that there had to be 
conversation in the halls or in the offices about, you know, getting the chps, reading 
the clips and going. Wow, the Lums 

Question. But prior to any press discussion of the Lums, do you recall a^ con- 
versations with colleagues at the DNC about Nora or Gene Lum or Dynamic Energy 
Resoiu-ces? 

Answer. No, I don’t. Well, let me qualify that and say that I can’t recall — I knew 
that they participated in the convention gala, the last night of the convention. But 
I believe I only knew that after press accoimts were asking us for what they did 
to participate in the gala. But I could have known, even though I had nothing to 
do with uie gala preparations at the convention, I could have known but I’m not 
recalling that they participated but I never saw them in Chicago, and I didn’t, you 
know. 

Question. Has Michael Brown ever discussed with you his business activities in 
Oklahoma? 

Answer. Never. 

Question. Did you recommend to the Lums or anyone associated with the Lums 
that they donate to a specific campaign or event? 

Answer. Never. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Ray McClendon? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Who is Mr. McClendon? 

Answer. Mr. McClendon is a partner in the firm of Pryor, McClendon, Counts, et 
al, an investment banking firm, one of the minority — top 10, I beUeve, minority 
banking firms. 

Question. Did you arrange a meeting between Chairman Fowler and Mr. 
McClendon in late 1995? 

Answer. From the tone of the question, I presume I did. 

Question. I’m actually, to be perfectly honest, not sure. Although I will give you 
a document that maybe will refresh your recollection a httle bit. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve provided Mr. Mercer with a dociunent that’s marked DNC 
3021859. It’s three pages in length with three separate documents. The first page 
is titled, “Memorandum for Chairman Fowler.” 

If you could take just a moment to review this. 

Question. Do you recall preparing this memorandum? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically but I know — I believe it is a memorandum that 
I prepared for Mr. Fowler, yes. 
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Question. Do you know whether a meeting between Mr. McClendon and Mr. 
Fowler did take place? 

Answer. I believe it did, to the best of my recollection. 

Question. Did you attend a meeting between Mr. Fowler and Mr. McClendon? 

Answer. I’m assuming that I did, but I don’t know for a fact that I did. I believe 
I did, though. 

Question. Do you have any recollection of anybody else who might have attended 
a meeting between Fowler and McClendon? 

Answer. The recollection that I have is walking Ray McClendon out of the build- 
ing and talking with him after a meeting. I’m presuming it is this meeting, and I 
believe he was alone. 

Question. The first page of this memorandum states that Mr. McClendon was 
upset that his firm and other minority-owned firms were not invited to bid on a De- 
partment of Eneiw project. Did you (uscuss this with Mr. McClendon? 

Answer. Yes, I did. And, mind you, with other firms. 

Question. What did Mr. McClendon communicate to you? 

Answer. What vou just read. 

Question. Did he provide any amplification, beyond what’s set out in the memo- 
randum in front of us? 

Answer. Other than, you know, being a minority banking interest, competing with 
the other firms. And he wasn’t the only one. And I don’t believe there was one Afri- 
can American considered. And it was my job to pass that information on for those 
who wanted to listen. 

Question. Did you ever contact anybody at the Department of Energy about this 
matter? 

Answer. I don’t believe that I did, no — no, I don’t believe that I did. I could have, 
but I don’t think I did. 

Question. Do you know whether Chairman Fowler ever contacted anybody at the 
Department of Energy about the matter discussed in this memorandum? 

Answer. That I am unaware of. 

Question. Do you know whether Chairman Fowler, or yourself, contacted anybody 
in the White House to relay Mr. McClendon’s concern that is outlined in this memo- 
randum? 

Answer. I may have done that into the political division, but I don’t know who 
I would have talked to or who I did talk to. And it wasn’t specific to the Energy 
Department; it was, you know, if you continue further in the memo, you know, af- 
firmative action is a big concern. It has been in the paper recently, ft has been in 
the paper over the last 4 years. And see it’s in that context that it may have been 
conveyed to the White House. But I don’t have a specific recollection of who I may 
have contacted on that issue. 

Question. The second page of the three that I’ve given you is a memorandum from 
David Mercer to Chairman Fowler dated September 25, 1995, regarding a request 
of meeting between Ray McClendon and Malcomb Pryor. Do you recognize the writ- 
ing at the bottom of this page? 

Answer. I don’t. It looks like notes from the meeting, though. 

Question. One of the notations in the handwritten section is the words “Ron 
Brown” with an arrow pointing to present. Do you know what that’s referring to? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Did Mr. Brown attend any meetings that you’re aware of between Mr. 
McClendon and anybody from the DNC? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Did Mr. Brown attend any meetings between Mr. McClendon and any- 
body at file DNC? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. The notes also state that no contact can be made with officials at RFP. 

Answer. Where are you reading from? 

Question. In the top left-hand comer, the circled notes. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you know what this would refer to? 

Answer. I don’t. This is the first, for the record, that I’m seeing 

Question. Sure. 

Answer. This memo with the notes on top of it. Notes that aren’t mine. 

Question. Three entries up from the bottom of the page, there’s another hand- 
written notation that says, “want contract to propose how to sell USDE.” Do you 
have any knowledge 

Mr. Reed. I’m sorry; where’s that? 

Mr. Wilson. The third marked entry from the bottom of the page: Want contact 
or contract to propose how to sell USDE. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of what that means? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. There’s also a reference in the handwritten notes here at the vety top 
of the section of handwritten notes just underneath the circled entry that says, 
“write 10 K a piece/year” and then under that “raise 30-50 K/year.” Do you know 
what these figures refer to? 

Answer. I could only guess and that being that it was the history of support by 
Ray McClendon and/or Malcomb Pryor. 

Question. And “support” meaning support to the DNC? 

Answer. Correct, or in fact the reelect — at least it says an indication to the re- 
elect. But it probably wasn’t writing 10 K for the reelect, because the most you can 
write to a reelection campaign is $1,000, so I’m not sure entirely what that means. 

Question. This second memorandum, the one that we’ve been referring to is cc’d 
to Richard Sullivan and Catherine York. Do you recall what their involvement in 
this matter was? 

Answer. Other than Catherine York being his scheduler at the time, and Richard 
being the finance director, and the courtesy of FYI, I’m not sure how else they may 
have been involved as they saw fit. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been mimked as Exhibit DM-33 for inclusion in 
the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-33 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall any contact with a James Staffers who worked for Amer- 
ican Home Products? 

Answer. Not off the top of my head, no. 

Question. Do you recall any contacts with an individual named James Belcher 
who worked for the Peat Rubber Company? 

Answer. Off the top of my head, no. 

Mr. Reed. That last name was? 

Mr. Wilson. Belcher, B-E-L-C-H-E-R. 

Mr. Reed. First name? 

Mr. Wilson. James. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall discussions with any of your colleagues involving concerns 
about a rubber plantation in Liberia? 

Answer. Not that I — no. Just rolling back tape. 

Question. I’m rolling through some fairly obscure subjects right now. 

Mr. Reed. Not for the Liberians. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. This will be fairly brief. Have you heard of the EUicott Machine Cor- 
poration? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you heard of an individual named Bowe, which is B-O-W-E? 

Answer. From where? 

Question. He’s a principal at the EUicott Machine Corporation and I believe re- 
sides in Maryland. 

Answer. I don’t know who he is. 

Question. Do you know Farhad Azima? 

Answer. I know the name. 

Question. And how do you know the name? 

Answer. One, as a major supporter; and, secondly, I believe I flew with Mr. 
Fowler, as I believe Fred Thompson has too, on Mr. Azima’s plane coming back, for 
the record, from Louisiana to D.C. 

Question. Do you recaU whether your travel on his airplane was reported as an 
in-kind contribution from Mr. Azima to the DNC? 

Answer. Not only do I not recaU, I don’t recaU how it was arranged, handled, or 
whatever. I was just told that’s how I wais flying back. 

Question. Do you know whether Chairman Fowler traveled on Mr. Azima’s air- 
plane on occasions other than the one you have just mentioned? 

Answer. I’ve heard rumor that there may be another occasion, but I don’t know 
for a fact when he’s traveled on Mr. Fahad Azima’s plane. 
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Question. How were in-kind contributions involving air transportation of this na- 
ture disclosed? 

Answer. I don’t know because I never arranged for private — I can tell you that 
the airUne companies have donated or contributed in-kind and that’s handled 
through the in-kind reporting forms, and I would assiune that the private planes 
were handled the same way, but I don’t know for a fact. 

Question. On the occasion that you traveled with Mr. Azima, do you recall what 
you did regarding the travel on his airplane? 

Answer. To quahfy, I didn’t ever travel with Mr. Fahad Azima. It was the pilot, 
myself, and Mr. Fowler on the plane. And I don’t recall doing anything other than 
traveling on the plane, getting off and going home. 

Question. Have you ever met an individual named Jeffrey Hirschberg? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is Mr. Hirschberg? 

Answer. I believe he’s a vice chairman at the Ernst & Young firm. 

Question. Did you ever solicit contributions from Mr. Hirschberg? 

Answer. Yes, I believe I have. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Hirschberg? 

Answer. I can’t pinpoint it. I believe it had to be from when I first started in 1993. 
I’m sure I met him at some point or it could have been ’94, I’m not sure. 

Question. Was Mr. Hirschberg designated a trustee or managing trustee at the 
DNC? 

Answer. I’m sure managing trustee or one or the other. 

Question. Do you know how much Mr. Hirschberg contributed to the DNC? 

Answer. No, but I know that he was a — ^he was a loyal supporter of ours. But I 
don’t know the numbers off the cuff. 

Question. Did Mr. Hirschberg ever visit you in your office at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t think with the expressed interest to come see me, but out of cour- 
tesy in seeing others would stop by my office to say hello and how are you and 
what’s going on? 

Question. Did you ever visit Mr. Hirschberg in his office? 

Answer. I don’t believe I even know where the offices are. 

Question. Do you know Mark Nichols? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Nichols? 

Answer. The first tmng I can remember is at the Unity events in Los Angeles, 
California, of 1996, October. 

Question. Prior to November of ’96, which would give you a fairly narrow window, 
did you help him set up meetings with any agency or administration officieds? 

Answer. I don’t think prior to the time I indicated I first met him that 1 had any 
dealings with him. 

Question. Did you have any interaction with him in October or November of 1996, 
during which you helped to arrange meetings between Mr. Nichols and any govern- 
ment employees? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Are you aware of any meetings between Mr. Nichols and Chairman 
Fowler? 

Answer. Not per se, no. I would not be surprised if a meeting took place between 
Mr. Nichols and Mr. Fowler, but I don’t know for a fact that one did. 

Question. Did Chairman Fowler ever discuss with you issues brought to his atten- 
tion by Mr. Nichols? 

Answer. As I was in touch with Mr. Fowler diuing the Unity event, or during that 
period of October ’93, he could have brought something to my attention as he was 
involved with us on it. But I don’t have any recollection of tJie chairman bringing 
anything to my attention regarding Mark Nichols. 

Question. I may have missed that but I wasn’t sure whether you said October of 
’93? 

Answer. Excuse me, ’96. 

Question. You said ’96, okay. 

Are you aware of any contacts between DNC employees and the White House re- 
garding taxes on tribal-owned businesses? 

Answer. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve provided Mr. Mercer with a memorandum, one page; it’s marked 
DNC 3235646. It’s from Don Fowler to Bruce Lindsey. The document does not have 
Mr. Mercer’s name on it, to the best of my knowledge. And it involves a number 
of issues involving Native American tribal matters. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether you had any input into the preparation of this 
memorandum? 

Answer. I can say without a doubt 1 had no input with regard to this memo, al- 
though I mi^t have been blind copied on it. But I don’t believe I was. 

Question. Do you know if Bruce Lindsey responded to this memorandum? 

Answer. I have no idea if he did or not. 

Question. Do you know whether 

Answer. Or whether for that matter that he received it. 

Question. Do you know whether Bruce Lindsey ever contacted the DNC about any 
matter involving Native American tribal issues? 

Answer. I’m sorry; I dozed on that. Could you repeat? 

Mr. Reed. Actually, we should take a brei in a few minutes. 

Mr. Wilson. Absolutely. 

The Witness. But I’ll answer the question, and then take a break. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. The question was do you recall Mr. Lindsey ever contacting anybody at 
the DNC about Native American tiibal issues? 

Answer. I don’t know of Mr. Lindsey contacting the DNC on any issues. 

Question. Well, we’ll strike those lines of questions. 

Do you recall or do you know of Harold Ickes ever contacting anybody at the DNC 
regarding Native American tribal issues? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Do you want to continue with Nichols? I can go 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve finished this line of questions, and now would be a very good 
time for a break. If we could go off the record. 

[Brief recess, 3:26-3:50 p.m.] 

Mr. Wilson. I’d like to mark this document as Exhibit DM-34 for inclusion in 
the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-34 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I’d just like to reti^ for a moment to a matter we discussed very brief- 
ly a short while ago, and that is a project involving a gaming matter and a dog track 
in Wisconsin. 

Do you know whether Patrick O’Connor represents Indian tribes who are involved 
in a dispute over a dog track in Wisconsin? 

Answer. I don’t know that for a fact, no. 

Question. Did Mr. O’Connor ever speak to you about a dog track in Wisconsin? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what did Mr. O’Connor speak to you about? 

Answer. He filled me in on the information I shared earlier, which were the par- 
ties involved in the issue, and I believe I drafted a summary memo regarding that 
and passed it on to Chairman Fowler, I believe. 

Question. And who do you recall were the parties involved in the issue? 

Answer. I don’t remember, other than the Delaware company being the current 
owner of the dog track wishing to sell it, and then being angry that they couldn’t 
sell it to this — or that there was resistance within the Indian community of selhng 
it; and Larry Kitto being an associate of Pat O’Connor’s who was involved with the 
tribes from Minnesota. 

Question. What was Mr. O’Connor’s interest in the matter? 

Answer. I think he was sharing what maybe Mr. Kitto had been sharing with 
him, which was what he shared with me. 

Question. What was the relationship between Mr. Kitto and Mr. O’Connor? 

.^swer. I don’t know per se what the exact relationship was other than both 
being from Minnesota, both supporting Democrats. I don’t know per se whether they 
were client — I don’t know who was representing who or whether or not he was a 
support — whether he advised Larry Kitto on issues. I’m not sure. I know that Larry 
was a contributor to the DCCC. I’m not sure if he actually contributed to the DNC 
or not. 

Question. Are you aware of any contacts between Chairman Fowler and the White 
House regarding this proposed casino in Wisconsin? 

Answer. I beheve there was a memo, and whether or not it was delivered or not, 
from Chairman Fowler to Harold Ickes. But I don’t know if there was discussion 
on it or follow-up or, in fact, whether Harold Ickes had received that memo. 
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Question. Did you help to prepare the memorandum that you just mentioned? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer two pages of documents. The first one is 
marked DNC 3013976, and it’s dated Tuesday, April 23, 1996, and it’s my under- 
standing that this is a page of Mr. Fowler's sdiedule. Halfway down the page, 4:45, 
there is a handwritten entry that says, 4:45 p.m. arrive for meeting wim Larry 
Kitto, Steve Hildebrand, David Mercer re: Indian fund-raising. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know where this meeting — first of all, do you recall attending 
a meeting with Kitto, Hildebrand and Chairman Fowler regarding Indian fund-rais- 
ing? 

Answer. I don’t recaU attending this meeting, no. 

Question. Do you recall attending any meetings with any of these individuals out- 
side the Chairman’s office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who is Steve Hildebrand? 

Answer. I believe Steve was formerly the Midwest regional political director at the 
DNC. 

Question. Do you know of any contacts between Chairman Fowler and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior regarding a proposed casino in Wisconsin? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Are you aware of litigation involving the Chippewa Indians that in- 
volves the DNC? 

Answer. I’m aware of litigation around this issue, but I’m not aware of the Chip- 
pewa Indians as being a participant in that legal issue. I didn’t know — I did not 
keep mind of the Indian tnbes that were visited or tribe, for that matter, that was 
involved. 

Question. Was anybody at the DNC following the course of the litigation that was 
going on involving the proposed casino in Wisconsin? 

Answer. I would have to defer to Joe Sandler. If the DNC is involved, I would 
have to defer to Joe Sandler on that. 

Question. Did you ever see any materials on litigation in Wisconsin involving a 
proposed casino? 

.^swer. I never received any material. I believe I was asked for documents associ- 
ated with it that I handed over to Joe Sandler. 

Question. And who furnished documents that you provided to Mr. Sandler? 

Answer. Who furnished? 

Question. Who gave the documents to you? 

Answer. There are ones that I drafted, or if I received any information about it, 
I passed it to Mr. Sandler, but I don’t recall specifically being in receipt of docu- 
ments. I do recall having documents relating to this that I may have prepared, or, 
you know, like this one, this memorandum or something, but I’m not sure. Joe 
Sandler would have to be consulted on what dociunents are in possession. 

Question. Do you recall drafting any memorandum or memoranda for any DNC 
employees about litigation involving uie Wisconsin casino project we’ve been dis- 
cussing? 

Answer. No, I don’t think — all I was asked was for any documents relating to the 
issue that was being litigated, I presume, and that’s all I know about it, other than 
I received a phone call last week finm the Milwaukee Sentinel Tribune, or some- 
thing like that, letting me know that investigators had released documents from the 
House committee to lawyers in the litigation, and then the lawyers in the litigation 
released it to the press, and the press was calling me to find out whether or not 
there was further — ^what other documents we were handing over to the House, the 
answer of which even if I had it I wouldn’t have given, but referred them to the 
press department. 

Mr. Yeager. You were told that a House committee handed a Minnesota reporter 
documents related to tills issue? 

The Witness. That the House informed the attorneys, the attorneys being I don’t 
know, ambiguous, that were working on the case in Wisconsin. And the Wisconsin 
attorneys had sheu'ed tiie information with the reporter that called me. 

Mr. YEIAGER. Do you know who in particular gave the documents to the reporter? 

The Witness. I didn’t take names, and I was more focused on referring the re- 
porter to the press and communications office than I was with the gathering of in- 
formation. 

Mr. Yeager. Do you know what House entity provided the documents? Was it this 
committee or another committee? 
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The Witness. I presume that it was the House Government and Oversight Com- 
mittee, because it was said in an ambiguous term as you are referring to, and given 
my involvement in the House, that that was the committee that he was referring 
to. They made reference to the memos that we are referencing now in the Milwau- 
kee Sentinel. 

Mr. Yeager. Did they show these documents to you? 

The Witness. No, they didn’t. 

Mr. Yeager. Forgive me. 

Mr. Wilson. No, no, now is the appropriate time to ask these questions. I was 
interested in the answer as well. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Did you ever discuss fund-raising among Native American tribes with 
Mr. O’Connor? 

Answer. I had discussed with him when he raised the issue that Larry Kitto may 
be interested in contributing to the DNC in addition to the work he was doing on 
behalf of the DCCC. But I don’t, to the best of my recollection, know that that ever 
came to fruition. 

Question. Did you ever specifically describe how or discuss how any Indian tribEil 
members could be convinced to make $1,000 contributions to a 1,000-per-head fond- 
raiser? 

Answer. If I did, it was in the context of what I described as Pat O’Connor convey- 
ing to me what Lany Kitto’s interest would be, and the feedback being that they 
would be interested in maybe attending a $1,000 event, to the best of my recollec- 
tion. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve marked this document exhibit DM-35 for inclusion in the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-36 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Do you know if anybody in Vice President Gore’s office, or Vice Presi- 
dent Gore himself, had any communications with DNC employees about the Wiscon- 
sin — ^proposed Wisconsin casino that we’ve been discussing? 

Answer. The prospect is the first time I’ve heard it mentioned. 

Question. Did you ever have any conversations about any Native American gam- 
ing issues with individuals on the Vice President’s staff? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. Do you know why— do you know whether Patrick O’Connor was opposed 
to the proposed casino at the Hudson Dog Track? 

Answer. I think that it was a politick situation as well in that the Governor, 
being a Repubhcan, was being influenced by the Delaware company which may have 
been contributing to his campaign, and that the Delaware company, wanting to — 
losing a boatload of money, needed to sell this dog track which was not making any 
money, and actually losing, to the Indians, who were also Republican supporters of 
the Governor. I beUeve it’s Thompson. And that — and so there was a political con- 
text in which it was in, and I believe the motivation given that was how can we 
get a hearing with those that we are supportive of, and that being the Democrats? 
And so that’s the context that I perceived it to be in. 

Question. Did you know contemporaneously that Mr. O’Connor sent a letter to 
Harold Ickes informing Mr. Ickes that members of Native American tribes were at- 
tempting to stop the approval process for the proposed casino at the Hudson Dog 
Track? 

Answer. I would first characterize it — I’m not sure it would be stopping the pro- 
posal, but there’s aU complications which I never got into with regard to rights in 
land or land in rights and wanting to be heard as to the economic impact of grant- 
ing the lands in right, which I believe is the purview of liie Interior Department, 
and that it was their feeling that they had not had a hearing about that--to whom 
ftey needed to speak to, I don’t know — ^but to inform them of what tte economic 
inmact of such a grant would be to neighboring Indian tribes. 

With regard to Pat O’Connor’s communication with Harold Ickes, I believe that 
he informed me that he may have been in contact with Harold, but in what form 
and shape and the substance of which I’m not exactly sure. 

Question. Did you make any calls to congressional staff or congressional Members 
about the Hudson Dog Track? 

Answer. It’s the first time you’re making me think about it. I don’t have a recol- 
lection about it. I could have, but I don’t know that I did. 

Question. Do you have any general recollection of talking to anybody outside of 
the DNC about tiie Hudson Dog Track issue? 
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Answer. No. And let me just preface, when you mention the Congress, I wouldn’t 
even — ^when you’re asking that question, I don’t even know who I would call that 
would have a hand in trying to create an audience for an appropriate hearing. 

Question. Did you contact anyone in the White House to set up or help to set up 
meetings to discuss the Hudson Dog Track issue? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Do you know who Tom Schneider is? 

Answer. The name sounds familiar, but I can’t associate it, probably because it 
is a common name, but 

Question. Did you have any conversations with John McCarthy, who’s head of the 
Minnesota Indian Gaming Commission, about the Hudson Dog 'Track issue? 

Answer. I — ^the name I have no recollection of, but when you mention that, there 
may have been somebody that put me on the phone with to give me a briefing on 
it, but — or a clearer understanding of it, but the name doesn’t mean anythi^ to me. 

Question. Vhiea you refer to Mr. O’Connor putting you on the phone with some- 
body, what would tiie context of that have been — ^being situational, where were you 
locat^ when the call was made? 

Answer. The DNC. Not that that person was sitting with him or me, but that he 
may have had somebody contact me to give me a clearer understanding what was 
going on and how to — and my sense, wanting to articulate to my supervisors or oth- 
ers what the nature of the issue was. 

Question. Did you have any discussions or contacts with Ann Jablonski about the 
Hudson Dog Track issue? 

Answer, ^e name doesn’t sound familiar. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with Tom Foley about the Hudson Dog 
Track issue? 

Answer. The former Speaker? 

Question. The former Speaker. 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with a man named Brady Williamson of the 
National Bankruptcy Review Commission about the Hudson Dog Track? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with Tom Collier, formerly the Interior chief 
of staff and now a lawyer in private practice, about the Hudson Dog Track issue? 

Answer. No, I didn’t. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with John Duffy at the Department of Inte- 
rior about the Hudson Dog Track issue? 

Answer. Not that I know of. I don’t know who that is. 

Question. Was anybody at the DNC in charge of overseeing campaign contribu- 
tions from Native American tribes? 

Answer. I would not characterize it as somebody “being in charge” of working with 
Native Americans. But Adam Crain had given me memos and had, I ^ess, work^ 
with that community to some extent. But I don’t know if you could characterize it 
as somebody being a lead as comparable as I may have bron to the Afncan Amer- 
ican community, or John to the Asian community. I’m not sure they coiild be charac- 
terized that way. 

Question. Are you aware of any fund-raisers that were targeted generally towards 
the Native American community? 

Answer. I may have seen documents that were relative to events, but I don’t know 
for a fact that we took in money from the Indian American community from an 
event or that they were actually fund-reusing events. We had activity with them, 
but I don’t know the specifics of that activity. 

Question. There was a September 14, 1995, DNC event at the Washington Hotel. 
Do you recall whether you had any involvement in organizing this event? 

imswer. I don’t believe I did. rm not even sure ^ere the Washington Hotel is. 

Question. Were you involved in helping to organize or set up a meeting between 
tribal leaders and Harold Ickes in 1995? 

Answer. To not my knowledge, no. 

Question. Did you attend any meetings with Harold Ickes? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. Did you attend any meetings with Harold Ickes that involved any Na- 
tive American tribal issues? 

Answer. Not to the best of my knowledge did I, no. 

Question. Did Gretchen Lerach have anything to do with Native American mat- 
ters at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know. All I knew her to be was the assistant to the executive di- 
rector. 
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Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document. It is a letter from Tom CoUier 
to Gretchen Lerach, number DNC 3015371. And it’s regarding a Shakopee meeting 
at 2:30 on June 4. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall whether you attended the meeting that is proposed in this 
letter? 

Answer. Two things: One, I’ve never seen this before; secondly, I know I never 
did attend this meeting. 

Question. Were you aware that Indian tribes were considering forming a PAG to 
advance tribal issues in the political area? 

Answer. I was not aware. 

Mr. Wilson. 'This letter is marked Exhibit DM-36 for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-36 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve raven Mr. Mercer a document of seven pages in length. The first 
page is numbered DNC 3245433. It is a memorandum to Craig Smith and Judy 
D^tley. 

Mr. Reed. We don’t have a copy. 

Mr. Wilson. From Kevin Cover and Cate Stetson. 

EXAMINATION BY MR WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall ever having seen a copy of this memorandum? 

Answer. I’ve never seen it, and I’m surprised about all &e things I didn’t know 
going on at the DNC. 

Question. Do you recognize the handwriting on the first page of this memoran- 
dum? 

Answer. I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-37. 

(Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-37 was marked for identification.]. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall whether any contributions ftnm Indian tribes at the end 
of 1995 were usM for media buys? 

Answer. For the record, I don’t know what campaign — what contributions were 
used for media buys, if there was a segregation or whatever. And I don’t know par- 
ticularly of any money directed from Indians or Indian tribes to pay for me^a buys. 
I’m unaware of that. 

Question. Do you know if campaign contributions were ever delineated specifically 
for media buys? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document, a letter numbered DNC 3245606 
from Franklin Ducheneaux to Mr. Mercer dated July 27, 1995. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. And I’m particularly interested in the first sentence of the letter. 

Answer. So sun I. 

Question. Which states, “I want to thank you for yoiu* card regarding the decision 
of Secretary Babbitt on the proposed land acquisition of the Hudson Dog Track for 
Indian gaming purposes.” 

Do you recall sending a card to Mr. Ducheneaux about this matter? 

Answer. What I vaguely remember or recollect is maybe sending a card saying, 
it was nice to meet you, look forward to working with you on this issue, and we’ll 
do all that we can and hope to keep in touch. Those are generally cards that I will 
send out. Even the second sentence, the Miimesota tribes are grateful to you — ^David 
Mercer, I assume — and the Chairman for advising the President. I’ve never advised 
the President or the Secretary on any matters. So it speaks to the inflation, I be- 
lieve, of the language here used by Mr, Franklin Ducheneaux, or whatever his name 
is. 

Question. Who is Franklin Ducheneaux? 

Answer. I don’t know. I vaguely remember receiving this or seeing this, and, you 
know, it was part — ^I took my direction or I took the request from Pat O’Connor on 
this issue. I didn’t — I wasn’t taking it from a range of people or whatever. Now peo- 
ple may have sent stuff in or talked to me. About the omy guidance I took on the 
issue was from Pat O’Connor. So I don’t know what his relationship is to any of 
the tribes, and not knowing all of the tribes or any of the tribes, only that he had 
an interest in it, presumably. 
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Question. Did you have any contacts with Secretary Babbitt or any Department 
of the Interior employees on tne decision made at the Department of Interior related 
to the Hudson Dog Track? 

Answer. I do not beheve that I have ever talked to Secretary Babbitt, other than 
on one occasion during the Inaugural of this year- and Tom Colher, I don’t even 
know what he looks like, or I’ve never called Tom Collier. Or others at the Depart- 
ment of Interior, I don’t-^ther than B.J. Thomberry, I’m not sure who else worked 
at the Department of Interior. 

Question. Were you aware of the Department of Interior coming to a decision that 
involved the Hudson Dog Track? 

Answer. It’s only now that I am refreshed that was communicated to me that the 
Interior Department made some decision. But even from looking at this. I’m not 
sure what that decision was. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you remember how the Secretarys decision was announced in this 
matter? 

Answer. I don’t even know that there was an announcement to be made or it was 
made. I should hang this one on my waU. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve marked this Eidubit DM-38 for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-38 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Cleary. I’m sorry, the munber is DM-38? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know Richard Bertsch? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. And how do you know him? 

Answer. I know him, or I first met him, diudng our preparations for the 1993 
fund-raisers that I earlier stated that I worked on in connection with the inquiry 
regarding John Huang. 

Question. What does Mr. Bertsch do for a living? 

Answer. I understood him to be in the wholesale business of electronic manufac- 
tured goods. 

Question. Did you ever solicit contributions from Mr. Bertsch? 

Answer. I don't know if I personally asked him to write a check or raise, but more 
in the spirit like we approached John Huang, Nancy Jacobson, and I. And we did 
meet together with Richard Choi Bertsch on the first occasion to give him notice 
of our plans for the fund-reiiser and asking for his help in identifying others that 
m^ want to participate in that fund-raiser or fund-raisers. 

Question. Did you ever receive any background information on Mr. Bertsch? 

Answer. I may have received a bio, but Pm not sure that I did. 

Question. Do you recall ever having requested a bio for Mr. Bertsch? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically, no. 

Question. Do you know whether somebody else sent you a biography about Mr. 
Bertsch? 

Answer. I don’t have a recollection, period, of whether or not we had a bio or I 
revested a bio or one was sent. 

Question. Have you ever requested any assistance from government employees to 
set up meetings or help to organize meetings between Mr. Bertsch and government 
employees? 

Answer. Not to my recollection, no. 

Question. Do you recall recommending Mr. Bertsch to participate in an economic 
conference in Los Angeles? 

Answer. That’s quite possible. He may be on that hst that you submitted for my 
review earlier this morning. 

Question. Did you ever discuss contributions with Mr. Bertsch in conjunction with 
that conference? 

Answer. Well, the — I don’t know if it was in conjunction with. We were out there 
fund-raising, then it was decided that, in addition to attending the fund-raisers, the 
President was also doing a conference; and upon being notified of that, being asked 
to submit names for those who might be considered in participating. 

When I sat down to meet with him, we did not know the economic conference was 
happening, and I had learned of Mr. Bertsch, again, as we had learned of John 
Huang, from prior, you know, being traditional donors or fund-raisers for Demo- 
crats. And that was the reason for the contact. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Bertsch made any in-kind contributions to the 
DNC? 
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Answer. To the best of my recollection, I don’t believe he did, but I’m not alto- 
gether sure. I don’t beUeve he did, though. 

Mr. Wilson. Let me provide a document that might refresh your recollection at 
this point. 

I’ve given Mr. Mercer a memorandum from David Mercer to Joe Sandler. It’s 
marked DNC 0292276, and about halfway down, it lists at least what appears to 
be designation of $2,500 for Mr. Bertsch for an in-kind contribution. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you have any recollection of this? 

Answer. The memo looks familiar, and it is a record of various people providing 
either donations or in-kinds. And he is listed, but I’m not sure what it was for. Well, 
it says, hotel expense item, but I’m not sure what it’s for. 

Question. Witnout getting into any conversations or contacts with Mr. Sandler at 
the DNC, is this the format of memorandum that you would provide describing in- 
kind contributions for the Counsel’s Office to review? 

Answer. It’s either something like this, or it’s individual sheets, you know, or you 
could call somebody back in the home office and let them know, and then they fill 
out the form and submit it. So it comes in various forms. I’m not sure that there’s 
a requirement for it to come in one form or the other, but to report in-kind contribu- 
tions as you know them to be. 

Question. And the form you’re referring to, was that a preprinted form that would 
simply be filled out? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. On the second page of the three pages I’ve provided you, at the top 
there’s an “in-kind” designation for a Richard Bertsch, hotel, and you’re listed as 
the solicitor for a Federal contribution of $2,500. 

Do you recall having had any contacts with Mr. Bertsch about this in-kind con- 
tribution? 

Answer. I don’t — I can’t recall now specificallv sitting down with him or being on 
the phone talking about it, but it’s apparent that I probably requested of him an 
in-kind contribution. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-39 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-39 was marked for identffication.l 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know Richard Pturk? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. And when did you first meet Mr. Park? 

Answer. At the same time. 

Question. Have you ever solicited contributions from Mr. Park? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. Have you ever received any background information on Mr. Park? 

Answer. I believe we received or there’s on file, or was on file a bio. I just vaguely 
remember seeing U.S. Woopon Corporation or whatever. Woopon is spelled W-O-O- 
P-O-N. 

Question. Did you keep files of major contributors in your office? 

Answer. Yeah, well — no, I didn’t keep any individual name files, if that’s what 
you’re asking, of the contributors. I kept lists of the major contributors or our do- 
nors, which have subsequently been handed in. 

Question. How did you keep track of, say, biographical material that you would 
have received on individual DNC contributors? 

Answer. I kept them in a file, or I went and retrieved it from the trustee division 
of the finance division — the trustee program. 

Question. Did you ever forward information you had received to the trustee divi- 
sion for inclusion in their recordkeeping? 

Answer. I’m sure on occasion I did, yes. 

Question. And 

Answer. Both proactively and being asked. 

Question. And in the event that you kept for your own purposes explanatory or 
biographical material on individuals, how did you file or maint^ that information? 

Answer. I’m not sure— as I said before, I had them in files, or I have them in a 
notebook, or in an event book or something like that. 

Question. Did you keep a single file with biographical information of miscellane- 
ous contributors? 



507 


Answer. And resumes and people that were interested in work, people that I was 
dealing with at that time, yeeih. 

Question. Was this a single file that you had put materials into, or did you divide 
the file up according to categories? 

Answer. According to categories 

Question. Categories like resumes, bio? 

Answer. If it was a bio, resume, sometimes I kept them separate; sometimes I 
kept them together. 

Question. Did Mr. Park ever seek your assistance in helping to arrange meetings 
wiOi administration officials? 

Answer. Not that 1 can recall. And I don’t believe he did. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Mi Ahn, A-H-N? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. And who is Ms. Ahn? 

Answer. She is president of Pan Metal Corporation, which I believe is in southern 
or Los Angeles, California. 

Question. Does she have any relatives who work for either the DNC or the White 
House? 

Answer. Not that I know of 

Question. When did you first meet her? 

Answer. I have trouble recalling meeting her, but I may have met her at one of 
our gala celebrations, either 1994 or ’95. 

Question. Do you recall ever having solicited contributions from her? 

Answer. I don’t ^ecifically recall, but I remember being on the phone with her. 
And I don’t know if it was a solicitation or not, because I remember learning about 
what Pan Metal Corporation does. 

Question. Did you ever invite her to attend DNC events? 

Answer. Probably the gala. 

Question. I woiild like to turn and ask a few questions about what have commonly 
been called Presidential coffees? 

Answer. What are those? No. 

Question. Were you — are you aware that the President attended a series of coffees 
in ’95 and 1996— — 

Answer. Yes I am. 

Question. That included DNC fund-raisers? 

Were these coffees a part of the DNC major donor program? 

Answer. Yes, they were. 

Question. Now, how — just to categorize what the coffees were, how would you de- 
scribe what they were? 

Answer. What I would do was describe the major supporters or trustee program, 
and among the activities of the major suOTorter or trustee program was the coffees. 
And I womd explain the nature of the coffees as if to say that they were Christmas 
parties that you’re likely to be invited to or other events throughout the year, con- 
vention activities. So I Laid out the program. And the coffee was an element of the 
mmor supporters’ program. 

Question. Did you ever surest to individuals that if they contributed money, they 
might be able to attend a coffee at the White House? 

Mswer. As stated earlier, what I conveyed to prospective trustees or current 
trustees that were renewing was the activities of the major supporters program. 
And as I stated before in the record, if somebody wanted to— wanted to— you know, 
remove fi-om their inking aU the other items that I suggested were involved with 
the trustee program and just think coffees and $50,000, then that’s a way that they 
may convey it. But you had to be a member of the migor supporters program or 
a prospective or, you know, current, but, you know, maybe helping us at a later date 
or what have you to participate in not only coffees, but in our otiier events as well. 

And I’ll give you an example. At the convention, if you were a major supporter, 
you might receive three different flavor passes as opposed to two flavor passes. So 
you know it was a package thing. And coffees, conventions, all of it were elements 
of that. 

Question. Referring to the trustee or managing trustee designations that individ- 
uals were given after contributing certain amounts of money, how was the money 
that was contributed through the trustee program kept track of, if it was kept track 
of? 

Answer. There were, I believe, budget sheets that Richard Sulhvan supervised or 
the finance director, which I believe was him during the period that we’re referenc- 
ing, and what all the councils were doing or raising in addition to on an event basis 
would be maintained at the direction of Richard. And I’m not sure of all the subtle- 
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ties or the implications or the management of that information and how it was pre- 
sented or laid out or projected. 

Question. Did you know at any one time how many managing tmistees there were 
and whether they were up to date with their contributions? 

Answer. From time to time, I may have been asked by a donor how many manag- 
ing trustees tiiere are, and I might have then gotten up and gone to find out. But 
at any given time, I didn’t know how many there were. And on — ^it was a moving 
target in any event. 

Question. Who would have provided the information to keep you up to speed on 
the status? 

Answer. I think the trustee program or the staff working on the trustee program 
would have the best count of how many people were at, say, 50,000 or a 100- or 
finance board members. 

Question. So retreading ground that we might have gone over in your previous 
answers, but did you ever suggest to any individual that there was a quid pro quo 
of $50,000 contribution or any amount of money contribution for attendance at a cof- 
fee? 

Answer. As stated earlier, I would describe the major supporters program, and the 
coffee was an element of it, and that’s the way I articulate it to the people. I spoke 
to them on the phone regarding that, or in person for that matter. And you know, 
whether — ^how they — how they perceive that or how they wanted to rephrase that 
or whatever is based on their own perceptions of it. 

Question. Did anybody else at Die DNC articulate the description of the coffees 
in the same way that you did? 

Answer. I don’t know. I have never heard somebody say, you can come for 
$50,000, put it that way. 

Question. Who — ^if you could indicate that one person or a couple of people were 
in charge of the coffee program, who would those people be? 

Answer. Well, to put it back in the context that I have articulated, I don’t believe 
that anybody was in charge of the coffee program. There were people who were 
staffing the trustee program; again, the coffees being an element of that; and the 
finance director having supervision over the finance division, which included boA 
the trustee pro^m and the coffees. 

With that said, I know Ann Braziel was somebody that if you had somebody who 
was attending the coffee, that she would get the name, and you would give maybe 
a bio or, you Know, two lines on the person so that they could provide that as part 
of the breakfast. And Richard would have the final fist and determine who the 
attendees would finally be from the DNC finance standpoint. 

Question. Did you — if it came to your mind that you were going to suggest to a 
potential contributor or a past contributor that they might be able to attend a coffee, 
would you check with anybody in advance to see if that might be all right? 

Answer. I was not the final arbiter of who attended coffees. I recommended or 
suggested names, and they would either be invited or they wouldn’t. I don’t recall 
being told that somebody could not be invited, but then again I may not recall that 
because it was a nonissue, being that the person wasn’t going to be coming. 

Question. Who did you recommend the names to? 

Answer. I would give the name to Ann, and I would almost assuredly talk to Rich- 
ard Sullivan. 

Mr. Reed. Did you ever speak to anybody directly in the White House about one 
of the coffees? 

The Witness. I have never attended a coffee, except for I went to a breakfast that 
was attended by Vice President Gore, and I don’t know that that was a coffee. It 
was with business councU members. So I don’t know who was our contact person 
at the White House regarding coffees. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever receive a telephone call or contact of any sort from the 
White House with the suggestion of somebody who might be contacted to attend a 
coffee? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 

Question. Did you receive contacts from colleagues of the DNC of potentied coffee 
invitees? 

Answer. There may have been somebody in another division that said somebody 
was interested in joining the major supporters program. But off the top of my head, 
that was very rare and on off occasions, and I don’t recall specifically anybody doing 
that. 
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Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document that’s numbered EOP 024249 
that’s headed “Democratic National Committee Presidential Coffee.” 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And I refer your attention to the first full sentence in the memo which 
states that “the purpose of this coffee is to raise funds for the Democratic National 
Committee.” was there — was there any discussion between you and your colleagues 
as to how the coffees were to be described? 

Mr. Yeager. Pardon me, I’m sorry. I apologize for interrupting your question. Per- 
haps the witness could say whether he’s seen the dociunent before. 

'The Witness. I have not seen this document. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Okay. I just put this out to provide a sense for some sort of framework. 

Did you have discussions with colleagues at the DNC about how you would de- 
scribe the coffees to potential contributors and past contributors? 

Answer. As far as I can remember, and I don’t know if it was a formal discussion 
with the finance staff as a whole, but it was — we have a term called “servicing 
events” that are events that you invite your — ^you know, like a retreat. We have re- 
treats annually down in Boca Raton, Florida, or Miami or wherever, and that the 
coffees were more of a service event in the articulation of it. And, you know, an ele- 
ment within the major supporter program is how I — how it was conveyed to me and 
how I understood the coffees to be. 

Question. Would you categorize the coffees as servicing events or describe them 
as servicing events? 

Answer. I would, yeah. 

Question. Now, I think we may turn our attention to a couple of documents in 
a little bit that describe certain events as servicing events. I know that many coffees 
in spreadsheets are not listed as servicing events, and some events are listed as 
servicing events. Was there any direction that you ever received as to how you 
would — would describe fund-raising events vis-a-vis using the term “servicing’' or 
“not servicing’? 

Answer. No, there wasn’t. It was, I guess, taken for granted, and you understood 
the nature of it. 

With regard to how it is laid out on budget sheets, I don’t know what were the 
determinations made in describing one event versus another. But I do know one 
fact, and that was, you know, like for the galas you — there was a big push to solicit 
funds in fJie coffees or other kinds of events. It was to go after those that were cur- 
rent trustees, those that look like they would be prospective. And it would be a nice 
orientation Like we had other events, and that’s how I viewed it and articulated it. 

Question. Just referring to the document we have in front of you, which I do un- 
derstand you have not seen this document, but did you ever receive communications 
from either DNC colleagues or from the l^^te House that told you how or how not 
to refer to the coffees that were held at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked Exhibit DM-40. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-40 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know who had the final approval in scheduling of White House 
coffees? 

Answer. I don’t even know who sill was involved in the scheduling of White House 
coffees. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document marked EOP 035478. It’s dated 
September 28, 1995. It appears to be a computer-generated generic letter. It’s not 
addressed to anybody individually. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. And if you could take just a moment to look at the text of this. 

Did you have, on your — the computer system in your office, a form-generated let- 
ter that would be sent out to coffee invitees? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 

Question. Do you recall whether 

Answer. In fact, I think there was a — ^I think Anne Braziel may have provided 
the attendees with the final information of where to go and, you know, how to get 
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in. And I don’t know whether that was done over the phone or through letter. I’m 
not sure. 

Question. Do you recall ever having seen invitations generated by the DNC to cof- 
fee invitees? 

Answer. I have not seen this document. And to the best of my knowledge or — 
I don’t believe I’ve seen others inviting people to a particular coffee. I just don’t re- 
call. I mean, there could be in the papers that, but I don’t recall seeing that. And 
I’ve never seen this one. 

Question. In the instances where you’ve spoken with people about attending a 
White House coffee, and where that person or those persons actually did attend the 
coffee, what did you tell them they would be receiving in terms of an official invita- 
tion, £f you told them anythiM? 

Answer. I’m not sure that I mentioned that they receive an official invitation, but 
they would be notified of the exact time and what gate to maybe enter or something 
like that. But I can’t remember whether — ^maybe on occasion I had shared with 
them after getting information from Anne Braziel, or maybe Anne Braziel called 
them. I’m not sure. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve marked this document Exhibit DM-41. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-41 was marked for identification.]. 

Mr. Reed. Is this a good time for a short bathroom break? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. If we could go off the record. 

[Brief recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever receive information fit>m the DNC that projected income 
for the 1996 coffees? 

Answer. I don’t believe that I — specific to coffees, but I think that I have seen 
budgets, budget projections of the cmendar year or, you know, what they may have 
summarized as what the anticipated income would be or revenue generating would 
be. 

Question. Do you know why an entry for projected revenue was included in such 
documents? 

Answer. I was not involved with it, so I don’t know the rationale behind it. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with anybody at the DNC as to how 
the figures that were the stated projections for each coffee were reached? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever see documents at the DNC for 1996 coffees that indicated 
in-hand amounts of money that had been derived from the coffees? 

Mr. Reed. Can we distinguish between before his Senate deposition and after? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Mr. Reed. It might be useful, because I could be mistaken, but I do believe he 
might have been shown such documents during the course of the Senate deposition. 

examination by MR. wn^ON; 

Question. Yeah. And in fact before November of 1996, did you ever see spread- 
sheets or budget preparations that listed in-hand amounts of money for coffees from 
1996? 

Answer. Yeah. 

Mr. Reed. If you are 

’The Witness. That included in-budgets for all events and whatever that there 
would be — and what monies in and what monies out, what total is, yes, I would see 
those. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And did you ever comment to anybody about the in-hand and the pro- 
jected dollar designations for the coffees? 

Answer. Did I 

Question. Did you ever discuss those entries with anybody? 

Answer. It comd have been 

Mr. Yeager. If I — ^I may be confused about the testimony. Did you testify just now 
that you have seen documents which indicate in-hand contributions with respect to 
any event or 

'The Witness. Event for — we have listings of all events that may have been done, 
coffees, fund-raisers, whatever it may be. And there were — ^I believe — ^you know, I — 
you know, I can’t see them in front of me, but I believe that I have seen them, and 
that they would have what money is in and what money is out. And they were sta- 
tus reports for us to be aware of to meet goals or what I presume to meet goals. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever discuss with any of your DNC colleagues the projected rev- 
enue and the in-nand revenue designated in these types of spreadsheets? 

Answer. I may have. But I mean I don’t have the specific recollection of there 
being a problem or you, you know, trying to resolve or, you know — mean. I’m — 
I don’t — it doesn’t come to mind, but I’m sure I may have. 

Question. Given the — maybe this is a statement more than a question— that there 
were goals for various fund-raisers, if you had seen a goal for a coffee, it’s my as- 
sumption that people would try and meet that goal. And if they didn’t meet the 
goal 

Answer. There wasn’t a coffee that I was in charge of trying to meet a goal. So 
there was never — ^I never had discussions about — ^nol^y came to me and said, Mer- 
cer, you have to close out this event and close it and find the money for it. That 
discussion, if that’s what you’re referring to, I don’t recall and 1 don’t think ever 
happened. I didn’t have responsibility over the coffees. So I didn’t have those kinds 
of conversations. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given the witness a document that’s 5 pages in length. The first 
page is marked CJRO-0039. The document is dated 13 March 1996. It’s a memoran- 
dum from Harold Ickes. It’s to the Vice President. Mr. Mercer is not mentioned in 
this document. If you could take just a moment to look at the 

The Witness. Yeah. 

Mr. Wilson. Okay. Providing the — ^Mr. Mercer with an additional document, 
which is Bates marked CJRO-0048, which is a yireadsheet page that has been pro- 
duced, and that refers to fund-raising events in tlanuaiy of 1996. 

Mr. Reed. Well, I’m going to object to the characterization. It just simply says 
January, principal event source. But there’s no denomination of it as a fund-rfdsing 
event on its face. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s fair enough. There is no characterization it’s a fiind-raising 
event. Then here’s no year listed. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I just wanted to ask you. Have you seen, did vou ever receive materials 
that listed fund-raising events that were set out in this format with the event and 
source, the date, the projected revenue, in-hand revenue, projected costs? 

Answer. I may have seen or been shared with documents like this, but I have 
never — I can’t say, one, the first document you handed me, the memorandum to 
Harold Ickes addressed to the President, Vice President with the whole set of ccs, 
have I ever seen that before. Except for this spreadsheet, included in that, and the 
spreadsheet that you subsequently gave me looks like something that would come 
from the DNC. 

Question. I just — I wanted to ask you a question that may need to juxtapose these 
two documents. On the third page of the first document I gave you, on the page 
that’s marked CJRO 0041, there is an entry for January deposits imder the major 
donor program? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Of $2,347,87? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. And in the second document, the January spreadsheet I gave you? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. There is an in-hand revenue for the month of $2.24 million. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Admittedly, these are different numbers. There’s a different between 2.3 
million and 2.2 million on these two documents. But I’m just trying to get a sense 
of how revenue is kept track of, given that in this January spreadsheet, there are 
three coffees mentioned, each with an in-hand total of $400,000. was it your under- 
standing that — what was your xmderstanding over amoimts of money that were list- 
ed as in-hand for coffees? 

Mr. Reed. I’m going to object. Obviously, I’m going to let David answer, but I 
want to state my (Ajertion clearly on the record. 

I believe the testimony has — his testimony has been in the range that he had no 
involvement or responsibility at all for the budgeting, internal budgeting process at 
the DNC, let alone any dynamic interaction between the DNC and the V^te House. 
Having placed that objection on the record, and if I’m wrong about that, David, cer- 
tainly, you know, go ahead on the record. 

Mr. WILSON. No, I 

Mr. Reed. I’m a httle reluctant — obviously he’s going to answer any questions you 
have, Jim, but I’m a little reluctant to get into source of the nuances of these par- 
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ticular dociunents and speculate what they might mean and why people might put 
information on paper that may be consistent or inconsistent with what people reaUy 
view these events to be. Having said aU of that, of course I’m going to mve him 
to answer any (mestions you have. 

Mr. Wilson. Okay. I 

Mr. Yeager. AUow me to object, also. It looks like. Counsel, you’ve testified to the 
documents and drawn some sort of connection between these two documents. And 
I don’t believe that it’s been established for the record that Mr. Mercer has any con- 
nection at all to, as Mr. Reed pointed out, to these documents or to the process in 
general. So I’m just concerned about some sort of misimpression on the record. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s a valid concern. And I — ^I’m not siure whether it’s — ^whether 
I’m being too opaque for anybody to see where I’m going or not. I’m not so much 
interests in Mr. Mercer’s knowledge of who prepared the doctunents or what they 
literally mean or whether they’re accurate as to whether in reviewing documents 
such as the one we have in fix>nt of us, the January spreadsheet, whether you ever 
expressed any reaction at all to the way that money was disclos^ in these spread- 
sheets. I mean, there are desimations here, in-hand dollar amounts from cofE^s on 
three separate occasions of $400,000. And either $400,000 was realized from these 
coffees or $400,000 wasn’t realized fiem these coffees. You know we’re looking at 
these documents after the fact. But my question goes to whether when you lowed 
at these documents you ever thought the coffee, for example, on 17 January was 
reswnsible for $400,000 of in-hand contributions. 

Mr. Reed. I’m — ^with all due respect. I’m going to object again, because I don’t be- 
lieve there’s a foundation that he looked at these documents in particular, that he 
was aware of them at all contemporaneously with events that we’re talking about 
as opposed to during the course of the investigation. Having made that otgection, 
David, you can go ahead and answer. 

’The WITNESS. I would only be guessing, as the objection has alluded to; not hav- 
ing involvement with the process, I would only be guessing as to how this is laid 
out and why it’s laid out ue way it is. And that is that there is some tracking of, 
you know, the major supporters, the details of which I don’t know, but you’re deal- 
ing with the m^'or supporter’s pro^am, and there m^ have been a correlation of 
how successful it was, or how much the element of coffees along with other things 
was in increasing the membership of the trustee program. 

But again, I really have to caution, because I was not involved even in discussions 
of preparing these documents. And so I don’t know what the thinking was, both in- 
ternally or externally regarding that. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Is it correct to say that you were not responsible for providing the, at 
least to your knowledge, that you were not responsible for providing the raw num- 
bers that were used in either of the two documents I’ve shown you? 

Answer. Absolutely correct. 

Question. Okay. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll mark these for the record, the first one is marked exhibit DM- 
42. ’The second one is marked DM-43. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM— 42 was marked for identification.] 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-43 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever receive memoranda that Mr. Ickes prepared for the Presi- 
dent discussing DNC financial matters? 

Answer. I may have on one or two occasions, but I don’t recall specifically. And 
I doubt that I was on the distribution list. 

Question. Were you ever aware that — ^were you ever aware of any agreement that 
would have the DNC providing Mr. Ickes with DNC financial information on a regu- 
lar basis? 

Answer. Can you repeat the question? 

Question. Were you aware of any agreement that would have Mr. Ickes receiving 
financial information fiom the DNC on a regular basis? 

Answer. I wasn’t aware of an agreement per se, no. 

Question. Did the Vice President host coffees for DNC supporters? 

Answer. I believe he did. 

Question. Did you ever recommend anybody to attend coffees with the Vice Presi- 
dent? 

Answer. I may have. Rarely. And I’m not sure specifically who I might have rec- 
ommended. 
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Question. Do you know, apart from the fact that the principals are obviously dif- 
ferent individuals, whether the — ^whether Vice Presidential coffees were regarded 
differently within the DNC than the Presidential coffees? 

Answer. Other than that the VP coffees were, in my mind, and 1 don’t know if 
this is the way it was, but in my observational mind it was more directed to the 
Democratic Business Coimcil. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document that’s a number of pages in leng&. 
It’s — ^the first page is marked EOP 055666. It’s entitled, “Vice Presidential coffee 
since April 1995.’’ 

And I’m particularly interested in the last page of this document. 

The Witness. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Reed. I’m sorry, the last page? 

Mr. Wilson. The last page of the document, yes. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recognize the handwriting on this document? 

Answer. For the record. I’ve never seen any contents of this document, nor do I 
recognize the writing. 

Question. Okay. Did you ever have any discussions with anybody in the DNC as 
to how either the Presidential or Vice Presidential coffees would be paid for? 

Answer. I never had that discussion with anybody or was aware of it as an issue. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked Exhibit DM-44 for the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-44 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Were you aware of a coffee that occurred on May 13th, 1996, that in- 
cluded a number of prominent bankers? 

Answer. Only through press accounts. 

Question. Did you ever have any contemporaneous knowledge of the May 13, 
1996, coffee? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Were you ever involved in any discussions at the DNC where it was 
suggested that Marvin Rosen was using DNC events to solicit clients for himself? 

Sswer. I’ve heard that in maybe a press account. I may have heard it as a swipe 
by one of the staff, but I never knew that, nor do I concern myself with it. 

Question. Apart from the 

Answer. And 

Question. Subsequent press accounts, at the time, do you recall any conversations 
that you had with any individuals? 

Answer. No. I only — because I can’t distin^ish it between what I read in the 
press and maybe somebody, you know, what 1 considered just taking a swipe, be- 
cause I don’t know of any business or his client relations or whatever he may have 
been doing, I don’t know about it, so I didn’t pay heed to it or attention to it. 

Question. Do you know if the Resident ever requested the attendance of anybody 
at the White House coffees? 

Answer. I’m unaware of that. 

Question. Did you ever suggest to any individual a specific dollar amount in con- 
junction with attending a coffee? 

Answer. In alluding back to past testimony earlier, again, I don’t have any specific 
recollection of saying $50,000 for a coffee or mentioning a specific dollar amount to 
a coffee. But, again, in the context of the discussion of the major supporters’ pro- 
gram and the activity of our coffees or major supporter’s program, that the focus 
or an emphasis may have been put on the coffee, and they may have walked away 
with that impression. But I, again, discussed the coffees in the nature of the major 
supporter’s Mogram along with other elements of the progretm. 

Question. Do you know if photographs were taken at any of the coffees? 

Answer. I think, as I stated earlier, I believe they were, but I don’t know for a 
fact that they were. 

Question. Did anybody ever make a request of you to attempt to locate the photo- 
graph taken during one of the coffees? 

Ansyrer. They could have, but I — I don’t have a specific recollection of being asked 
for that. 

Question. Do you know if notes were ever taken during the coffees? 

Answer. I don’t know of anybody who did take notes during the coffees. 

Question. Did you ever receive or see copies of notes that were taken during cof- 
fees, any one of the coffees? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did, no. 
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Mr. Reed. I’m sony, what was the question? 

Mr. Wilson. Did Mr. Mercer ever see copies of notes or notes that were taken 
during one of the coffees. 

Mr. Reed. Okay. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you have any knowledge prior to November of 1996 that the White 
House coffees were not on the Presidents public schedule? 

Answer. I didn’t know that. I should add, I also didn’t think of that. 

Mr. Yeager. Do you know that now? I mean, is that 

The Witness. No, I don’t know that now. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document, which is a single page from a 
spreadsheet. It’s numbered DNC 1781613. And there is an entry marked number 
14 on this document that refers to $515,000. And it states, D.C. coffee-Asian, 
385,000 not in hand, 130,000 in donor direct^ from Duangnet IGronenberg. 

Mr. Reed. D-U-A-N-G-N-E-T. And Kronenberg is K-R-03^-E-N-B-E-R-G. 

Mr. Wilson. And then there are five entries, PA-25, CA-30, FLi-25, OH-20, and 
IL-30. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

S uestion. Are you aware of Ms. Kronenberg’s participation in a White House cof- 

Mr. Reed. I object because I don’t know whether it’s Ms. Kronenberg or 

The Witness. Yeah, I wouldn’t know if it’s Ms. or Mr., and I wasn’t aware of the 
involvement of either he or she in the coffee — in a coffee. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 


Question. Did you 

Answer. And for the record. I’ve never seen this document before. I don’t know 
where it was produced and don’t know really what it is. 

Question. Did you have any contacts at aU with either Pauline Kanchanalak or 
Duangnet Kronenberg about attending a White House coffee? 

Answer. I don’t — as I testified earher, specifically to Pauline Kanchanalak, I did 
not, and I do not know Duangnet Kronenberg. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve marked this Exhibit DM-45 for inclusion in the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-45 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you have any — ^have you ever had any interaction with Harold 
Ickes? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. On what circumstances have you interacted with Mr. Ickes? 

Answer. On one occasion, I believe I was part of arranging a dinner to meet with 
Alncan American supporters at the Hay-Adams. On anoDier occasion, he, as far as 
I can remember, was involved with a briefing dealing with the Afncan American 
community. We often had briefings associated with our programs. And he was one 
of the speakers. And I met with him, I believe on one occasion to update him on 
the convention preparations. And a component of that was — the main issue was the 
labor component of that and how label — excuse me, how labor was being included 
or not included in the finance divisions supporters’ base in ^e operations of the con- 
vention. 

Question. How would you characterize Mr. Ickes’ relationship with the DNC? 

Answer. As somebody that was involved with the activities of the DNC. 

Question. Did you ever prepare call sheets for either the President, Vice President, 
First Lady, or the Vice President’s wife for calls to be made for fbnd-raising pur- 
poses? 

Answer. I may have prraared calls for the principals, but mainly I believe I pre- 
pared call sheets for Vice ft'esidential calls. 

Mr. Reed. Calls of what — ^the question was for call sheets. 

Mr. Cleary. Did you prepare call sheets? 

The Witness. That I prepared call sheets, yes. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And at whose request did you prepare such call sheets? 

Answer. I don’t know specifically, but I believe it would have been directed by 
Richard Sullivan on — but I don’t know — I can’t remember who they actually went 
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to and then to Richard or if Richard gave them to somebody. I’m not sure what the 
transfer of the call sheets or the, excuse me, the dehvery of the call sheets were. 

Question. Was it Mr. Sullivan who asked you to prepare the call sheets? 

Answer. I can’t recall that specifically. 

Question. Do you know who else you worked with in preparing call sheets for the 
Vice President? 

Answer. I was probably one of several that recommended names or prepared indi- 
vidual call sheets. And to the extent that others were doing it, it was in working 
with them so that there wasn’t a duplication of effort probably that I would give. 
It may have been staff within the trustee or major supporters’ program. And I would 
give &em the call sheet so that maybe they didn’t prepare the same name or that 
they gathered im those call sheets and gave them to lUchard or they gave them to 
somebody else. But I don’t know who in fact they were given to. 

Question. How did you select people to be called? 

Answer. People that I thought were strong supporters and who would appreciate 
hearing from the person that they so strongly supported. 

Question. Did you keep track of the results? 

Answer. No, I didn’t. Although, it had been relayed to me, I think on two occa- 
sions, that they acknowledged receiving a call from the Vice President. You never 
knew when they were going to be done, if they were going to be done at all, so you 
had other pressing — so you never — it wasn’t like you were waiting with bated 
breath to find out if the call got placed. 

Question. Were the call sheets that you prepared ever returned to you with any 
indication as to whether the calls were made or not? 

Answer. Not that I recall, no. 

Question. Did you receive any communication as to whether the calls had been 
made or the calls had not been made? 

Answer. No one from the White House ever contacted me and said the call had 
been made and here are the results. As I stated earlier, to the best of my recollec- 
tion, on two occasions, I got a call from individuals who had received a call to let 
me know th^ received a call. 

Question. Did you provide any instructions with the caU sheets as to where calls 
coiud be made from or how calls could be placed? 

Answer. Not at all. That would have been none of my business. 

Question. A term of art that’s seen in some of the documents we’ve received is 
the media fund. Do you know what the media fund was or is? 

Answer. I’ve had always a vague understanding of the media fund. I never knew 
whether that meant it was a separate account or whether it was an articulation 
that we communicated as in fund-raising, giving people a schedfile or giving them 
an urgent thing to react to and a goal to achieve. It gives them a sense that they’re 
connected, so I’m not siu« whether it was one or the other. I rarely communicated 
or articulated the media fund, so I’m not altogether sure what media fund really 
is associated with. 

Question. Do you know whether the DNC maintained separate bank accoimts for 
specific purposes? 

Answer. Not that I am aware of. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document. It has been premarked EOP 
049239. It is a DNC finance call sheet for Vice President Gore. It’s marked that it’s 
from Richard Sullivan and Ari Swiller to an individual named Peter May. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall whether you provided information — did you provide infor- 
mation to Mr. Sullivan or Mr. Swiller to help them prepare call sheets in this for- 
mat? 

Answer. I would have given Richard or Ari or whomever a caU sheet that I had 
produced this one I’ve never seen before, although I do know the name Peter May, 
I don’t believe I’ve ever met him, and it looks to be generally the format of a c^ 
sheet, 

Mr. Wilson. I’d mark this exhibit DM-46 for inclusion in the record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-46 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever suggest to DNC donors that they make contributions to 
not-for-profit organizations? 

Answer. I would say that I have been asked of organizations that might be in- 
volved in voter participation and whether or not — ^who they were or identifying 
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them, and in addition I have also suggested that others make donations to nonprofit 
organizations. 

Question. Did you keep a list of not-for-profit organizations in yoiu* office to send 
to people if they had requested possible places to contribute money to? 

Answer. I may have kept a fist on a note card or something at some point, but 
I don’t believe I faxed it out. I could have. But it’s only because I believe it was 
kept on a note card that would not be faxable. But I don’t — I’m not for sure whether 
I’ve ever faxed something to somebody. 

Question. Do you remember any discussions regarding donations by the DNC to 
Vote Now ’96? 

Answer. I don’t recall a conversation about the DNC contributing to Vote Now ’96, 
but I think that Vote Now ’96 was an organization to which we would encourage 
people or ask about it to identify Vote Now ’96 as an organization to contribute to. 

Question. Did you ever suggest to individuals to contribute to the National Coali- 
tion for Black Voter Participation? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Did you suggest to potential contributors to contribute to Defeat 209? 

Answer. I think I’ve had conversations about 209, and I believe out in California, 
when I was there for the Unity event in October of 1996, but I don’t believe that 
I directed anybody or suggested to anybody that they make a contribution. 

I may have communicated back to the DNC that there were — ^was an interest for 
possibly the DNC to contribute to vote now — excuse me. Proposition 209, and that 
may have been because a donor has raised the issue to me as to what the party’s 
position was vis-a-vis Proposition 209. 

Question. Do you recall whether you ever suggested that a DNC donor contribute 
to Participation 2000? 

Answer. Oh, yes. That was more in my position of being a board member than 
a DNC affiliation, although there are informal relationships with Participation 2000, 
both in terms of hiring graduates of Participation 2000 or — or referring candidates 
to go through the program of Participation 2000. 

Question. You mentioned just a moment ago that you’re a board member. Is this 
you’re a board member of Participation 2000? 

Answer. That’s correct 

Question. What is the organization, Participation 2000? 

Answer. It’s an organization chairM — or was chaired, I’m not sure of the current 
status, by Dick Celeste, former governor of Ohio, former Senator Bill Bradley and 
former Texas Governor Ann Richards. And rather than having a PAC that just do- 
nated contributions to candidates, I believe it was Dick Celeste and Bill Bradleys 
idea that there be a PAC that contributed to the education and the training of pout- 
ical participation and subsidizing that training of students that worked on cam- 
paigns. And so the Participation 2000 took these students through training and then 
slotted them in campaigns around the countiy. 

Question. Did you, DNC, as an organization ever make contributions to not-for- 
profit organizations? 

Answer. Not that I am aware of. 

Question. Did you participate in discussions as to whether the DNC should con- 
tribute to not-for-profit organizations? 

Answer. I don’t believe that I did. I don’t recall, I don’t think — and I can’t think 
of, you know, I can’t think of a situation that that would occiu*. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document that is seven pages in length, the 
first page is F 0046580. It states at the top “Directed - Donor Checks Received to 
Date.* And I’m particuleirly interested in the very first entry in this page men- 
tions — has Mr. Mercer’s name on a line next to a donor designated Sony Music En- 
tertainment, Incorporated, date 24 October, and in the state column it’s listed Na- 
tional Coalition for Black Voter Participation. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recall asking Sony Music Entertainment, Incorporated to make 
a $10,000 donation to the National Coalition on Black Voter Participation? 

Answer. Specifically, no, but I believe that Sony did contribute and I was probably 
the one that solicited that contribution or suggested to Sony that they support the 
National Coalition of Black Voter Participation. 

Question. Now, why would you be suggesting for them to support this organiza- 
tion, say, in lieu of making a contribution to the DNC? 

Answer. They could have very well made also a contribution to the DNC, but I 
was in discussions where it was asked if people are interested in supporting the Na- 
tional Coalition of Black Voter Participation, that we identify them as a candidate 
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for that. And what the discussions are between the National Coalition and the DNC 
as to why they would be on that list or be reconunended as such, I don’t know. But 
in any event, that’s what I was asked to do, that if somebo^ was interested in giv- 
ing to, you know. Outreach or Voter Participation, Get Out Tne Vote, whatever, mat 
that’s one of them that we would direct it to. 

Question. Is it yotir recollection that in the case of this particular contribution 
that Sony Music Entertainment approached you about making contributions to the 
not-for-profit organization mentioned here? 

Answer. No, but I believe that they have an external affairs, community affairs, 
and that the discussion was not so much having overwhelming political contribu- 
tions but that they are also dealing with external affairs, and that these are the 
types of organizations that they give to. And my mentioning that National Coalition 
would — we are friends or we — we appreciate the work that they do, and directing 
one friend to another Mend. 

Question. Did anybody at the DNC ever ask you to mention possible contributions 
to not-for-profit organizations? 

Answer. I have been asked to identify donors who may be amenable to giving to 
voter participation organizations. 

Question. And who would have asked you to do that? 

Answer. Could have been Brad Marshall, could have been the political division, 
Richard maybe, but I think it would be at the direction of others down the hall. But 
I’m not sure. 

Question. And when you say the direction of others down the hall, to whom are 
you referring? 

Answer. Political division. Brad Marshall, could have been B.J., B.J. Thomberry, 
the executive director. I’m not sure. 

Question. And why would they have been directing to you make contributions to 
an organization that was other than the DNC. 

Mr. Reed. We are getting late in the day. I’m going to object to the form of the 
question that he was “directed” to. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, requested. 

The Witness. I don’t know the answer, because I don’t know what conversations 
took place between them and the coalition or any other of the organizations so I 
can’t answer that. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever participate in meetings between DNC employees and mem- 
bers of the National CoaUtion on Black Voter Participation during which contribu- 
tions were discussed? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. 

Question. Do you recall whether there was any discussion of why the DNC would 
direct or ask people to make contributions to other organizations than the DNC at 
a time before the election when the DNC was trying to raise funds for itself? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson. Msirk this dociunent Exhibit DM-47. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-47 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you ever speak with Sean Fuhrer who is the director of Participa- 
tion 2000? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Mercer. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document that’s marked DNC 1599069. It 
is a call sheet. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you recomze this to be a call sheet prepared for you? 

Answer. It doesn’t look like it, but I believe it is though. 

Question. Did you have a standard format for call sheets prepared for you? 

Answer. Are you kidding me? If you could get somebody to do it, it was ad hoc, 
month to month, year to year. Whether you had somebody helping you or not it 
would change. But I believe this is a call sheet that maybe Sara Searles or Mike 
Standifer had produced. 

Question. What kind of group is Participation 2000? 

Answer. It’s the one that we talked about earlier with the chairs being Dick Ce- 
leste, Bill Bradley and the one that I went at length in describing. 

Mr. Wilson. This has been marked exhibit DM-48. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-48 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Prior to press accounts about a solicitation of a contribution from War- 
ren Medov had you ever heard the name Warren Medov at the DNC? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. Were you aware of any discussions going on at the DNC about a poten- 
tial large contribution from Warren Medov? 

Answer. Not at all. 

Question. Did you ever provide names or addresses of not-for-profit organizations 
for either Harold Ickes or Janice Enright? 

Answer. I don’t believe I ever did that, no. 

Question. Do you recall ever having received a request from Ickes or Janice 
Enright about not-for-profit organizations? 

Answer. No. And I’ll say not that I recall. It just seems highly unlikely and that’s 
the reason for my saying no. 

Question. Did you ever discuss any activities conducted by tax exempt organiza- 
tions wiDi White House employees? 

Answer. Can you repeat ^e question? 

Question. Did you ever discuss the activities of tax exempt organizations with any 
White House employees? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. And if I did, it may have been because I was invited 
to an event, you, the Ralph Lauren breast cancer event or something like that. But 
as it related to DNC or White House business, no. 

Mr. Yeager. Were you referring to a Ralph Lauren event by way of example or 
illustration or were you 

The Witness. I believe I attended a Ralph Lauren charity event for breast cancer 
as a guest. And you know, that was a social — ^there was a friend that invited me 
to attend. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Were you ever given bank account numbers for Vote Now ’96? 

Answer. Not that I recall, no. 

Question. Were you ever given bank account numbers for the National Coalition 
of Black Voter Participation? 

Answer. I could have, but I doubt that I was, that I was in receipt of bank accoimt 
numbers. In fact, yeah, I don’t recall ever receiving their bank account niunbers. 

Question. Did you ever have the bank account number for Defeat 209? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Reed. How long do we have to go? 

Mr. Wilson. Probably about half an hour. 

The Witness. Let’s go. 

Ms. Cleary. Is there any way to shorten this? This is getting a little bit ridiculous 
after almost two full days. 

Mr. Reed. Let’s just keep going. I’m going to have to break in a few minutes to 
make some phone calls for scheduling purposes. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether the DNC was ever requested to provide a list of 
Chinese American trustees to the Taiwan Economic and Cultural Representative Of- 
fice in the U.S.? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of 

Question. Have you ever met an individual named Andrew Shi, S-H-I? 

Answer. Vaguely sounds familiar, but I don’t know who that is. 

Question. Do you know who Steve Boyd is? 

Answer. If you can give me some context. Boyd just soimds familiar. 

Question. I actually can’t, and I would if I could. I can provide you a document 
witii his name which might provide context. 

Answer. Yeah. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a document that’s numbered DNC 1781772. 
It is a memorandum from Ari Swiller and Nancy Burke to Steve Boyd? 

Answer. I have not seen this, and I don’t know who Steve Boyd is. I’m going 
through my mental Rolodex and it doesn’t ring a bell. 

Mr. Wilson. This document is marked Exhibit DM— 49. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-49 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Did you ever suggest that donations be made to the Back to Business 
organization? 

Answer. Never. 

Question. Do you know what the Back to Business organization is? 

Answer. Only recently through press accounts. And I’d have to even get — ^have my 
memo^ refreshed as to what its objective was. I’ve seen it recently, but I’m not sure 
what its objective was. 

Question. Did you participate in any discussions about large scale media pur- 
chases during the latter part of 1995? 

Answer. Not at all. Except to say that in large staff meetings we would be shown 
video of ads that were getting ready to go up, but I didn’t paiticipate in discussions 
of the buys or where the buys would be made or where they were airing. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with potential DNC donors that you would like 
them to contribute to help to purchase media buys in the latter part of 1995? 

Answer. I don’t recall doing it. I mean, I could have if we were asked to. But I — 
I have no recollection of getting on the phone and calling people for media buys and 
having that kind of discussion with them. 

Question. Do you know whether funds were ever advanced to state parties in 
order for state parties to purchase media, make media buys in the latter part of 
1995? 

Answer. I’m not aware of that. 

Question. Do you know of a consulting firm called the November Group? 

Answer. I do now through — I’ve heard of it probably over the last several years. 
I didn’t have an association, but I certainly have an association now due to press 
accounts. 

Question. What do you recall now about this November Group prior to November 
of 1996? 

Answer. Just being a consulting group and not knowing who the partners were 
or an 3 d;hing but just hearing of the November Group as one of many consultants 
here in Washington. 

Question. Do you know whether the November Group performed any services for 
the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know that for a fact 

Question. Do you know what types of services the November Group was able to 
perform or did perform? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know Martin Davis? 

Answer. I know the name now from press accounts. 

Question. Did you know Mr. Davis or of Mr. Davis prior to November of 1996? 

Answer. No, I didn’t. 

Question. Did you know or know of Mr. Malchow, M-A-L-C-H-O-W, prior to No- 
vember of 1996? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. How did you know Mr. Malchow? 

Answer. I knew of him. I don’t believe I’ve ever met him, but being our direct mail 
consultants at the DNC. 

Question. Did you ever work with Mr. Malchow? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you know who Bill Hamilton is? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I do. 

Question. It’s my understanding he’s the director of political affairs for the Team- 
sters. Have you ever had any dealing with Teamsters or their employees as in your 
official capacity at the DNC? 

Answer. I may have placed a call, but I’ve no recollection of dealing with the 
Teamsters, and I say place a call like in preparation for the convention or, you 
know, somebody may have called me and that’s quite possible. But I never had an 
ongoing relationship, if at all ever spoke to anybody from the Teamsters. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a fax transmission. It’s on the November 
Group, Incorporated letterhead. It’s to Mr. Bill Hamilton from Martin Davis, dated 
August 10, 1996. 

Mr. Yeager. Counsel, I don’t see a Bates label on this document. 

Mr. Wilson. This has not been produced to us by either Mr. Ickes, White House, 
or the DNC, and I’m not sure where this document was obtained from. It is a docu- 
ment that I’ve only seen in the last day or so. And it does not have Mr. Mercer’s 
name on it, and perhaps I was going to ask him, first of all, about the second page 
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of the document, which is a memorandum firom Richard Sullivan to Martin Davis. 
If wu could just take a second to review the information on it. 

Tlie Witness. I have. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether you helped to prepare this document for or with 
Mr. Sullivan? 

Answer. I’ve neither seen any part of this document, nor did I have any — or pro- 
vide an^ assistance in producing the dociunent, creating the document and also pro- 
ducing it. This is the first I’m seeing it. 

Question. Did you participate in any discussions that involved discussing contribu- 
tions of money to state parties finm the Drive PAG? 

Answer. From this Drive Political Fund? 

Question. Yes, the Drive Political Fund? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you know what the Drive Political Fund is? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Did you ever provide any names of donors to either Ron Carey or any 
Teamster employees? 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, I never did that. 

Question. Did you have any communications with either Ron Carey or teamster 
employees during your time in the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t think I’ve ever met Ron Carey, and I’d be hard pressed to identify 
somebody who works for the Teamsters. 

Mr. Yeager. If I could just note one thing about this document, on the first page 
it appears to be a date, August 12th, 1986 or is that a 96? 

Mr. Wilson. I believe that’s 1996. 

Mr. Reed. It is a bad fax, but on the second and third page it’s the same fax nota- 
tions and it appears to be 96. Third page has July 17, 1997, on it. 

Mr. Yeager. I see. 

Mr. Reed. It su^ests that it was faxed twice. 

Mr. Yeager. Vi^ule I’m interrupting I may as well ask. Counsel, has this docu- 
ment been produced in response to a document request issuing from this committee? 

Mr. Wilson. I’m not certain of that. I’m not certain. I was provided this document 
by a member of our staff. I think somebody might have sent this document to the 
committee independently of the document request. But I am not sure of that in fact. 
I only have a couple more questions for you on this. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether anybody from the DNC ever contacted any of the 
DNC donors and asked them to make contributions to Ron Carey's Teamster presi- 
dential campaign? 

Answer. Pm not aware of that. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve marked this document Exhibit DM-50 for inclusion in the 
record. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-50 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR WILSON: 

Question. Do you know of a committee called Teamsters for a Corruption-Free 
Union? 

Answer. No, I do not. Let me qualify that to say there’s been a recent document 
r^uest and I believe I saw that as among the document — ^I mean, among the enti- 
ties listed in that document request But 1 did not know of them prior to receiving 
that dociunent request. 

Question. Prior to November of 1996 you had not heard of Teamsters for a Cor- 
ruption-Free Union? 

Answer. No, never. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a single page of handwritten notes that’s 
marked DNC 3036428. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-51 was msuked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whose handwriting this is? 

Answer. I am guessing that it’s Richard Sullivan’s because from a recent press 
account listing the notations on the top of here and referring to it being a Richard 
Sullivan document and this appears to be the original — a copy of the original that 
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was referenced in an editorial maybe over the weekend or last week. So I would 
guess it was Richard’s handwriting. 

Question. Having seen this, are you aware of any discussions about Teamsters for 
a Corruption-Free Union prior to November of 1996 that took place at the DNC? 

Answer. No, I’m not. 

Mr. Wilson. This document has been marked Exhibit DM-51 for the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Are you familiar with the telemarketing firm called The Share Group? 

Answer. Yes, I am. 

Question. Did The Share Group perform any services for the DNC? 

Answer. I had only recently, as of June, found out that they did, and that we — 
I was working on an event in Boston that was scheduled for June 30th and they 
couldn’t — they did phone banking for us and in the course of talking with them, or 
with getting a reference of usiim them, found out that the former President or Presi- 
dent had been involved in the 'Teamsters. The current President or acting President 
is a George Bacharach I had known as a former candidate for the 8th congressional 
district of Massachusetts, who was helping us on preparations for that event and 
we had contracted with that company to do some phone banking for us. I believe 
the bill was $7,000. And that’s what I recall of The Share Group. 

Question. Before November of 1996, had you ever heard of The Share Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Michael Ansara of The Share Group? 

Answer. I now know the name from press accoimts and I believe his name was 
mentioned in a conversation with the executive director of the state party of Massa- 
chusetts who, when I was asking about The Share Group, had told me about the 
circumstances around the Teamsters. 

Question. Prior to November of 1995, had you ever heard of Michael Ansara? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Are you aware of any discussions at the DNC or did you participate in 
any discussions where it was mentioned that the Teamsters were giving money to 
other unions? And this is prior to November of 1996. 

Answer. Like giving money to the AFL-CIO? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No, I never knew that. 

Question. Just two ve^ minor things to sort of recapitulate previously. I ask you 
about DNC gala videos. Did you keep copies of the DNC gala videos yourself? 

Answer. Now that you mentioned it, I may have a copy of the Ron Brown video 
that was — I believe he died in April of 96, and I may — and then we had a tribute 
at the gala to him. And I may have gotten a copy and/or also been requested to get 
copies on behalf of others that had an interest in getting that video. 

Question. Do you know whether copies of this video were made available in any 
of the document production requests that you received? 

Answer. I don’t know that, and I will go back to niy office and see if I have a 
copy and put it in production. 

Mr. Reed. I don’t know if it was called for or not. I just don’t know. 

The Witness. I don’t either. I can’t recall it being called for. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know who arranged for photographers at DNC events? 

Answer. I believe our events directors or coordinators. 

Question. Did your office ever call for a DNC photographer to attend a meeting 
or be in any event that was going on at the DNC? 

Answer. Did I, myself 

Question. Did your office ever ask for a photographer? 

Answer. The finance division? 

Question. Yeah. 

Answer. Well, I think the finance division has contracted with and called for pho- 
tographers to take pictures at our events. 

Question. Did you have in-house photographers at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t believe we had in-house. I believe it was a subcontract. 

Question. Do you know who the subcontractors were? 

Mr. Yeager. Counsel, I hesitate to object at this late hour, but I think we have 
been over this. 

The Witness. I am not involved with the contracting. I have seen the guy and 
a different guy — two different photographers, but I don’t know what the arrange- 
ment is and I can’t even remember their names. 
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Mr. Wilson. I’ve given Mr. Mercer a dociunent that’s numbered DNC 3168075. 
It is a memo from Bobby Watson to Chairman Fowler and Chairman Dodd. And I’m 
most interested in a reference here to — ^at the end of the first paragraph, to copies 
of checks to an individual named Mark Klaas. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Were you aware or do you know if the DNC had retained Mark Klaas 
for any purpose? 

Answer. I don’t know who Mark Klaas is. I don’t know know what he does and 
didn’t know if we had a relationship with him, if at all. 

Mr. Reed. I would also note for uie record that there is no indication on this docu- 
ment that Mr. Mercer ever was the recipient of the document, that it was directed 
to him and that it would have been within miles of a reasonable purview of his du- 
ties and responsibilities at the DNC. 

Mr. Wilson. Okay. This document is marked Exhibit DM-52. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-52 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I’m reviewing a document that discusses a Fox Newscast event and I 
would give you a copy of it, but I don’t have more than one copy right here. It dis- 
cusses a hidden camera used to obtain a news report for Fox News. 

Mr. Yeager. Counsel, I would have to object. You are characterizing a document 
that I haven’t had a chance to look at and neither has Mr. Mercer. 

Mr. Reed. Wlw don’t we take a break and you go make a copy. 

Mr. Wilson. This is the last question I am going to ask. I can pass it around or 
handle it any other way but rather than take more time with this. 

Mr. Yeager. Why don’t you go ahead? 

Mr. Wilson. I wanted to ask Mr. Mercer’s for his characterization of what is in 
this document. 

Mr. Yeager. I would feel comfortable if you handed it to Mr. Reed to look at. 

Mr. Reed. I don’t object to you asking a question, but let me just take a quick 
look at it. 

(Document proffered to counsel and witness.) 

Mr. Reed. Have you seen it? 

Mr. Yeager. I haven’t actually. I’d like to look at it when you’re finished. 

Mr. Reed. It’s EOF 030601. We’ll have a chance to look at it at the break and 
take some notes, but why don’t we let Michael take a look at it. Why don’t we let 
Mr. Mercer take a look at it and then you take a look and you may have some fol- 
low-ups later on. 

The Witness. I’ve had a chance to look at it. 

' Mr. Yeager. Can I have a chance to look at it? 

The Witness. Sure. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you know that a hidden camera had been used to record a conversa- 
tion between another individual and yourself regarding White House coffees? 

Answer. Obviously after the fact. 

Question. It states here that Lewis asked Mercer how much would it cost to sit 
ne^ to Stephanopoulos at a dinner. Mercer respond $100,000. Do you recall having 
made that comment? 

Answer. I don’t specifically recall making that comment, but if I did, I believe it 
would have been in a ve^ seu-castic vein, and that being that Stephanopoulos — I 
never remember ever seeing him at one of our fund-raisers, and I think it was at 
that point in the conversation of talking with Mr. Lewis, who was — it was getting 
to me that he was peppering me with miestions that I may have responded to him 
sarcastically but I don’t recall specifically that except the sense of being peppered 
about questions. 

Question. Do you recall the context of Mr. Lewis — did Mr. Lewis ask to have a 
meeting with you? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. And do you recall, did you meet with him? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Where did you meet with him? 

Answer. I believe it was atop the Hyatt Regency, Hyatt Regency restaurant. 

Question. Where? 

Answer. On New Jersey Avenue. 

Question. And do you recall what Mr. Lewis specifically asked you? 
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Answer. He wanted an overall understanding of our programs. And so I took him 
through every program we have. I tried to educate him as to how we were struc- 
tured and what the activities of our programs were. 

And, you know, tried to — ^he seemed to be somebody who was needing to be edu- 
cated, and so I tried to give him the best understanding I could, and also, you know, 
injecting some of my personal sense because it started to go there, in terms of broad 
sense of what’s going on, and that was the nature of television. 

Question. Was it your understanding that Mr. Lewis was a potential donor to the 
DNC? 

Answer. It was my understanding that he was a prospective donor in addition to 
knowing how to participate in the process, or learning how to participate in the 
process. 

Question. It states on the second page of this document that Mercer also told 
Lewis that if they attended congressional fund-raisers together that Democratic 
Members of Congress would understand that they should take Lewis seriously. Do 
you recall having a conversation with Mr. Lewis about attending congressional fund- 
raisers? 

Answer. I don’t think that’s an accimate statement. I don’t ever remember making 
that statement. And this appears to be secondhand information, so I have no recol- 
lection of making that statement. 

Question. Do you remember what you did tell Mr. Lewis? About — ^first of all, do 
you remember whether there was a discussion of attending congressional fund-rais- 
ers? 

Answer. I don’t recall a discussion about congressional fund-raisers. 

Question. Do you recall whether you made any suggestions to Mr. Lewis about 
whether or not he would be taken seriously in any context? 

Answer. I do not recall that, other than if he was a member of one of our pro- 
grams, people would understand that he was a member of our program and be 
treated accordingly. 

Mr. Wilson. That concludes my round of questioning. 

Mr. Reed. We need to take about a 10-minute break and then you have a few 
questions? 

Mr. Yeager. Yes. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Yeager. Mr. WUson, are you finished? 

Mr. Wilson. If I could just one last ministerial thing, and that is introduce the 
last document we were speaking about. 

[Mercer Deposition Exhibit No. DM-53 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Reed. Did you get some copies made? 

Mr. WnsoN. Exhibit DM-53, and I did not get copies made, which won’t apply 
to you so much as you don’t get to keep the copies anyways. And I apologize for 
that, but if you woxild like a copy. 

Mr. Yeager. I would like a copy at a convenient time. Actually if you are done 
with that ministerial act, I would like to ask a question, follow-up question about 
that document. 

Mr. Wilson. I am done with ministerial acts and anything else, I think. 
examination by MR. YEAGER: 

Question. First of aU, Mr. Mercer, on behalf of the Minority Members of the com- 
mittee, the Members of the Democrat Party, I’d like to thank you for coming here 
today voluntarily and for the amount of time that you have devoted to this deposi- 
tion and to testifying before this and other bodies. I know it has been a biuden to 
you. And I’ll ask you some questions about that later. 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. But before we get to that. I’d like to turn your attention once again to 
Exhibit DM-53, and the subject that that document raises. 

With respect to the Sheila Kaplan story, I guess I’d like to bring you out a little 
more on how you were approached and how the discussion, if any discussion, turned 
to the subject of coffees. Do you recall how vou were approached? 

Answer. I believe I received a phone call from Mr. I^wis asking if he could meet 
with me. And I don’t know if we first met or he came by the office or whether I 
had just met him at the Hyatt Regency restaurant on New Jersey Avenue. And I 
don’t recall specifically there being a discussion of coffees, but in the course of going 
through all of the donor pro^ams and the activities, the coffees could have been 
mentioned. And, you know, vffiat I noticed eventually with Mr. Lewis was his focus 
on the perks and benefits accruing to members of the — of the various donor pro- 
grams and trying to elicit from me my perspective of how things functioned. And 
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I tried to explain to him, you know, both functionally how the programs operated 
and to some degree there would be an overemphasis of certain elements involved 
in those programs that he would keep directing attention to. 

So in the discussion I could have emphasized, coffees with him, emphasizing cof- 
fees to be responsive to him. But I don’t recall there being a discussion of coffees 
per se. But he did try and direct an emphasis to certain perks and benefits. 

Question. So that may have affected the course of your conversation if he was par- 
ticularly interested in one aspect of the major donor program? 

Answer. Yes. And it, in fact, did from the standpoint that the questions — I felt 
like I was almost under interrogation and so many different examples that he would 
ask me for that I started to inject sarcasm into the conversation. 

Question. Okay. You testified earher with respect to coffees that they were a part 
of the major donor program, though one element of the major donor program. Was 
it your imderstanding that a supporter of the Democratic Party could not attend a 
coffee if that supporter didn’t m^e a contribution of a certain level to the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t think I ever addressed that issue. I think it was more were they 
members of the trustee program or major supporters program. Or in the case of the 
DBG, I mean, in general, it had to be the supporters of our programs who were in- 
vited to — or who would be recommended or suggested. That was the pool of people 
from which we drew to include on the list — recommended list of participation. 

Mr. Reed. When you say you drew, meaning the finance department? 

The Witness. Yeah. But from what I understand, there were other — ^there were 
requests made of other divisions for the people that they worked with and the sup- 
porters they worked with to participate in coffees. It wasn’t just a finance division 
recommendation; there were other divisions that recommended participation or indi- 
viduals to participate in the coffees. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. YEAGER: 

Question. You weren’t aware of an3rbody who had been disinvited from a coffee 
because they had not contributed a certain amoimt of money? 

Answer. No, I’m not aware of that or, for that matter, for any other reason 
disinvited. 

Question. And you’re aware that supporters of the DNC who did not contribute 
also attended White House coffees? 

Answer. I am aware of that. 

Question. Okay. You have testified at various points today about your efforts in 
among various Democratic constituencies in the country. Would you say that one 
of the goals of the DNC is to mobilize support from various constituencies within 
the party? 

Answer. I would not only say that, but I personally believed that it’s, one, tradi- 
tionally not an area, at least the finance division. There has been times that I have 
been the only African-American on staff in the finance division, and it was an area 
traditionally that African-Americans or other constituents had not been involved in. 
So I took it upon myself and saw it as part of my job informing them of this vehicle 
for additional participation in the political process as well as with the party. So, to 
me, it was both an educational vehicle as well as a fund-raising vehicle. 

Question. You have just testified to your efforts among the ^rican-American com- 
munity, and you have riven testimony earlier today about the Asian American com- 
munity. Were there omer fund-raising efforts not necessarily by you but by other 
members of the finance division directed toward Latinos? 

Answer. Yes, there were. 

Question. And Jewish Americans? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And women? 

Answer. Especially. 

Question. And seniors? 

Answer. I don’t know that to the extent we are discussing, but I believe there may 
have been one event or discussion of such. 

Question. It was not unusual for various ftmd-raisers to direct their efforts toward 
certain constituencies? 

Answer. Not at all. 

Question. And so there was nothing unusual about fund-raising efforts targeting 
the Asian American community? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. One of the members of our committee. Congressman Condit, has 
asked that in each of these depositions we ask witnesses questions about the dupli- 
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cative nature of their testimony and production of documents. I don’t mean to offer 
you a conclusion; I’m asking you for your testimony. 

Have you been asked by other investigative bo^es to testify or give evidence on 
fund-raising and other matters investigate by this committee? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. Who has asked to you testify and provide evidence? 

Answer. The Senate Government Oversight Committee, the House Government 
Oversight Committee, DNC staff, DNC press communications office, the FBI, and 
I think that’s it. 

Question. Directing you toward the Senate, you were asked to appear for an infor- 
mal interview? 

Answer. That was the first occasion; and then I was invited to sit with them on 
an informal interview, yes. 

Question. And you have been questioned by the FBI? 

Answer. Yes, I was. 

Question. And have you appeared before grand jury? 

^swer. No, I have not. 

Question. Okay. Would you say the questions from all of these investigative bodies 
have overtyped or been duplicative of the questions of this committee? 

Answer. For the most part, yes. 

Question. You have produced documents to your employer as part of this inves- 
tigation, have you not? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. And to the beat of your knowledge, the DNC has produced documents 
to the various bodies investigating campaign ffind-raising practices? 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, they have. 

Question. And that would include the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. And the Justice Department? 

Answer. I believe that, but b^ause 1 haven’t been before the Justice Department 
in any way or presented with documents, I can’t be conclusive about that 

Question. And they’ve produced documents in this committee also? 

Answer. Correct 

Question. Can you estimate how much of your time vou spent in responding to 
requests to this committee for testimony or documents? And I’m actually asking you 
to try as best you can to calculate the total number of hoiurs you spent looking at 
documents, reviewing documents, preparing for interviews and depositions and actu- 
edly testifyii^. 

Answer. I’ll state — to give you a sense, I didn’t go home for Christmas — I didn’t 
go home for Cluistmas vacation until the 27th in order to comply with the first 
search for documents; and a lot of that being that I was on the road, as I stated 
before, in ’96 in California. So I came back to a whole series of requests that I had 
to meet. 

If I can enumerate the period of time I’ve spent one by one and then the total 
will be obvious, but I would say probably 4 to 5 days in answering the first search, 
and that involved — it was at a time when I had to go through every — do searches 
on every name that may have been listed through the computer because the sjrstem 
had not been set up at that point where the DNC overall could do the search. So 
I had to go throu^ all of my computer records, in addition to the paper. But it was 
the computer stuff that was more time consuming, and there were late nights and 
probably about 5 straight days of trying to answer the first request for documents. 

There have been two subseuuent searches for documents, I believe, maybe three 
more. I wovild say that those nave totaled a combined 8 days of making sure that 
I was responsive to those and in going through, just making sure as a cleanup that 

1 had been responsive to preceding document searches. 

And then my hours in the Senate have been — I believe it was probably a half a 
day, if my memory serves me, of the interview; and I think I spent another 2-1/2 
days interviewing— being deposed in the Senate. 

And then the FBI last week and then for about an hour. Then here for the last 

2 days. And then for every day that I spend in — that I spend with a body investigat- 
ing this, I spend probably an equivedent day or h^ a day with attorneys just get- 
ting in tile frame of mind of going before those bodies. 

Question. Are you taking time away from work to do all this work that you have 
just testified to? 

Answer. I have. And it has been — ^you know, it has been a juggling act to, one, 
have it just hovering over you while also performing your duties; and it’s just the 
whole aura, you know, of the media accounts. 
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One of the biggest things is that especially October, November, December, Janu- 
of last year when the legal process hadn’t even kicked into gear or the congres- 
sional committees had not bron kicked into gear, every day we were involved, aside 
from raising money, in responding to the untold amounts of press inqiuries every 
single day. & you — and trying to search back information or whatever. So that was 
additionsd time spent on this in trying to be responsive and informative as to past 
activities. 

Question. Have you or has the DNC as your employer incurred expenses in re- 
sponding to the demands of this committee? 

Answer. Both have. There’s an agreement for the DNC to cover my legal expenses, 
but if for some reason they decided — or decided to not pay those bills I’m ultimately 
re^onsible for them. 

Question. And do you know if this committee has offered to reimburse you for your 
time or for your expenses? 

Answer. I know of no such offer. 

Question. If it’s available to you, will you seek reimbursement from the commit- 
tee? 

Answer. If it were available and I knew that was a financial recoxu^e and I was 
in a situation where the DNC wasn’t pa}dng for it, it is certainly a recourse that 
I would seek out. 

Mr. Yeager Okay. I thank you for coming today and for your testimony. 

The Witness. Thank you. 


EXAMINATION BY MR WILSON: 

Question. Just one follow-up question to Mr. Yeager’s questioning. 

Referring to the Fox News broadcast that we were discussing, you noted that you 
used sarcasm when you spoke to Mr. Lewis about perks. How was Mr. Lewis dif- 
ferent than others who made requests of you about perks, people like Charlie lYie 
or Johnny Chung? 

Answer. It was clear to me eventually that Mr. Lewis — and I don’t think I’ve ever 
asked if he was or had given to political campaigns before or been involved — but 
it was clear to me that he didn’t have any idea of how one would become a donor 
or participate in the process as a donor. And — ^but then they started getting very 
picky about, you know, exactly — almost as if he would lay out a contract and ask 
me to sign at the end of the conversation, you know, saying that this is what you 
would get. 

And I don’t believe that I’ve ever communicated to him — 1 tried to create for him 
the environment as opposed to any guarantee of certain things happening, as in this 
business we all know mat there are no guarantees, so. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Mercer, thank you veiy much for giving your time to come here. 

Mr. Reed. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 6:40 p.m., the deposition was adjourned.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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FA\ message 

For fmcvtrtf»tktc trutt^HUk\u>n. iU%’a%r CoU (S0I) S70.9S22, 
A'lA NNMiAi-r. 


DATE: 
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TO: 

N ( 

ATTN: 

\tcrcer 

FAX Number 

Sft.‘*X0Q| 

RE; 

kctiMvviiotl Infonnation 

Pagea: 
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Dear Mr. Mercer 

Thank you for your FAX sununacy tiatcd Atij.iKi 'n ■\!t per your request, I 
have incliuled some infotmalioa about Mi Inc. D.iili^iisu tniemation^, and 
Mr. Ng Lap Seng (Mr. Wu). Please iuhc iliiU I’ ll ••!' Ms infonnation is ftiom 
the proposal we suMtted on the Camuliu Itoicl 

Mr. Trie will be in Washington on .Scincmhcr .'<> i;>i ,sn interview tvith the 
Board of Directors of Watergate StHiih. In \tui Minimaiy, you mentioned 
that Mr. Trie would recieve notification of the .-iciiMtiCN of the trade mission 
holding open the possibility of partici|Mt<np in sonic of tlie events. We have 
received notice that the possiblity oriiosiini: a rccci'iion uill not be available, 
but as of (his date Mr. Trie has not rcvcocd a .sclicdnlc of activities in which 
he could take part as a guest. Any addiiion.al inlonnaiion is appreciated. 

As always, we appreciate your time and assistance m these matters. I know 
M[r. Trie is lookh^ forward to visiting with vmi wlicn tic is in Washington. If 
you have any tpiestioos or require addinonul inlonnaiion. please feel free to 
contact me at any tiine. 

Sincerely, - 

Jody A. Webb 
Consultant 
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OPENING THE DOOR TO CHINA 


It'i been celled (be worid’i most dynamic market. With 1.17 bOIion 
people, China oStn a monuincntal opportunity for American 
companiei However, to be successAil in China it helps to have a 
guide with first hand knowledga. 


Company Pnaldcnt - YU Ua "ChaiUe'' Trie: 

Eatensivc import and export experience in China. 
AoeompBihed entrepreneur. 

Member - Small BusitMaa Exporters of America. 
DNC Managing Trustee Program Member. 


In China, access and Oust are essentitl dements of any buiiness venture: Over 
the years, Mr. Trie has developed a personal tdationshlp with a number of senior 
govenmeot ofiSeials in Chini. This type of assodalion gives Daihatsu 
Internttiooal a distinct advantage in arrsngiag and fadfitsting joint ventures and 
other ootnmetcad projects. 

Scope afScsvkca: 

Artvice on viable investment oppmturuties. 

Selection of appropriate IrtcatiM and partners. 

Contact and negotiation with appropriate officials 
Prqtaratioa of legal documents. 

Ma^etiog and s^ ootuulting. 

Daihatsu Intenutiooal trarling Company cwremly represents over thirty 
comparues in the United States, Hong Kong, and the People's Republic of China. 

The Ceapany; 

Based ta Litlle Rock, Ariraruas. 

OtBcea in Hong Kong, Bering, Hangzhou, Shetuhen and Changebun City. 
SpeniaBrtng in product import and export 
Aggresalvtiy seeks joint venture pngects 

Mr. Trie beSeves b is very important to fuitber rdations with China, and is 
oommitSed to promoting cooperation, understanding and good wiU. He has seen 
Chtna^s need fix modem technology and new producta. If you are oonsidecutg 
eqstnrling into Chiae, let Diibaisu Intcraadoul open the door to oppotiunity. 

For more iaformatioa cootnet Jody Webb, Public Rel.itioiis Coosnltant 
at(S01)370-95n. 
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DAljp^SU 

mTERMATfOKAL TRADI«Q IMC. 

Yah Lio Trie 


My fiiiiily fled fiwn Chiiii in 1949. AAer livug in Tiiwtn Ibr 15 ytin. I moved to 
Artcuutt. I bive Sved lien for 17 ycen end consider Little Rod: to be ny home. I am 
(Iso proud to cell Ptesidetd BUI Ctooa my fitead of 13 yesn. I have owned several 
rtsitunots in Central Aikansas tadudiiig Nan King Restaurant and Fu Lin Restaurant. I 
went on to develop Fu Lin u a dudn of tuocess&I dining eatabCshriKats. From there, I 
cstaNidind DaUiatiu fntcrutional, a trading compaiiy which has been involved with 
impon/opoft marketa in Hong Kong. China. Taiwan arid the United Statot. 

The goals of my alBxts has been to catsblish a working cdatioosliip between China and 
Arkansas and to promote goodwill and understanding between the people of these great 
countriaa. Over the couraa of titno, I have developed a personal relalioiiship with a 
number of goveromeoi offieiala throui^iout Cbiai. Tbit type of teUdonshiphu allowed 
me to ooovinoe these offidaii to give Aikansu Ugh coosiderstioa in ptovidmg needed 
products and setvioea. In August, I had the booor of hosting twenty-one senior eooaoode 
officials leprescnting the central government and thirteen pcovinoes. The puposo of their 
viart wu to peitieipate in training aeaaiona on U.S. Revenue'and Fiscal Prrficy which were 
arranged by my company. I was also iitsttumental In cstablisUng a Sister CHy relationship 
between Charigchun City, China artd Littla Rode, Arkansas. 

As President of Dtihetsu lotccnationaL I act as a consultant in the location, purchase and 
sale of wioul products and aervlcea. I also sggressively recruit oompinies thst who sre 
interested in cstsbGshhtg joint ventura prpjecta Currently. I represent over thirty 
oompsuies in the United Sutoa, Hong Kong end China. The Pete's RcpubHc of China It 
changiog, and I hiva seoi the lesuha first hand. The govenunent officials have been 
exposed to the capabifities of a market eoooooiy in Hong Kong >nd are very blerested in 
AmerKsn culture. Purtheniiora, Chutt recogniees the n^ ibr modern tedewlogy and 
improved urvioea. Tberdbte, it is my hope that rdarioos between the United Slates and 
CUiu will oootnaM to improve, as I beileve a closer leUlionshtp would be of mutual 
beoefit 


523 S. indtlana. Sta ISO • UWa Rock, Artansts 72201 • (501) 570-S522 • fAW (501) 370-5S55 
Room 2905-2907 Block 5. JlnlonoBuOdlno No. 10. Alguo Road • SMniNn (Sly. OanjdwH) PRCNna 
(755) S52B-575 * FAX / (755) 5525-453 
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DRAFT #2 

as of 8/2 (2:00 A.M.) 


DNC PRESIDENTIAL BIRTHDAY CELEBRATION 
SUMNER WELLS ESTATE 
FORT WASHINGTON, MARYLAND 
AUGUST 2, 1994 


CHAIR 

ERNEST GREEN (Phyllis) 

CQCHAIRS 
Maya Angelou 

Don Barden (Spouse) 

Don Cameron (Sherry) 

Johnny Chung (Guest 10) 

Mel Clark (Renee Y. Banks) 

Euguene Jackson (Phyllis) 

Willie Gary (Gloria) 

Jesse Hilt 

Robert Johnson (Butch Lewis) 


Managing Director, Lehman Brothers 
FOB/DNC Managing Trustee 


Inaugural Poet/Professor. Wake Forest University 
FOH/Strong Clinton Supporter 

President. Barden Communications 
Early Clinton supporter /Event Co-Chair 

Guest of Keith Geiger. National Education Assoc. 
Strong Su(^)orter Clinton/DNC & Managing Trustee 


New DNC Trustee 

President. Metroplex Corporation 
DNC Managing Trustee 

President. World African Network 
New DNC Trustee 

Managing Partner. Gary Williams. Paremi. et. ai 
Strong DNC Supporter /DNC Trustee 

Chairman. Atlanta Life Insurance Company 
Strong Clinton Supporter 

President. Black Entcrtainmem Telcvisior|^^^^^^^^j 
Strong Clinton Supporter/DNC Trustee I j 

I i 
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Richird Mays (Jenny) 

Managing Fanner. Mays & Crutcher 

FOB/DNC Deputy Treasurer 

DNC Finance Vice-Chair 

Linda Johnson Rice (Andre) 

Presidem. Johnson Publishing Company 

New DNC/BLF Member 

Louie Shacicelford 

FOB/DNC Vice-Chair 

Charlie Trie (Guest) 

FOB/Managing Trustee 

Andrew Young 

Former Carter UN Ambassador 

Strong Clinton Supporter/New DNC BLF Member 

GUESTS 


Gayle Andrews (Guest) 

President. Andrews Plus 

Strong DNC supporter 

Joe Barnes 

Partner. Barnes. McGhee. Neil. et. al. 

Strong DNC supporter/BLF Member 

Margo Briggs (Fernal) 

President, Briggs Security 

Strong Clinton St New DNC/BLF Mend>er 

Bishop H. H. Brookins (Spouse) 

AME Minister 

FOB/Early Clinton Supporter 

Frank. Brooks.(Kotua). 

PcesidftM ..Brooks Sausage 

Strong Clinton St DNC Supporter/BLF Member 

Keith Butler 

New DNC NFC Member 

Yolanda Caraway 

President. C^way St Associates 

DNC Member 

Demetrius Carney (Guest) 

Parcner. Carney St Brothers 
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Bert Mitchell (Guest) Chairman. Mitchell/Titus & Company 

New DNC/BLF Member 

Virtual Murrell Presidem. Green-Murrell 4c Associates 

DNC Supporter 


Gene Newton. M.D. (Maeonia) President. Urban Health Systems. Inc. 

Strong Clinton 4c DNC Sqiporter/New BLF Member 
Don Peebles President. R. Donahue P^les (Company 

ONC Supporter & BLF Member 

Malcolm Pryor (Guest) Partner. Pryor. McClendon & Counts 

Strong Clinton 4c DNC Supporter/BLF Member 

Kailas Rao (Randy) 


Herman Russell (Guest) 

Hon. Kurt Schmoke 

R.K. Sehgal (Guest) 

Tess Serranti (Guest) 
Beery Shabazz 
Donnie Simpson 

Gail Keman 


Chairman 4c CEO H.i. Russell 4c Company 
Strong Clinton & DNC Supponer/New BLF Member 

Mayor. Baltimore. MD 

Strong Qimon Sc DNC Supponer/New NFC Member 

Associate of Andrew Young 
President. LAW Companies Group. Inc. 

New DNC/BLF Member 

Partner, LeBoeuf 
New DNC/BLF Member 

Widow of Malcolm X/Profcssor Mcgar Evers College 
DNC BLFAVLF Executive Board Member 

Radio Talk Show Host, WPGC 

Guest of Azetha. FraakJin^eveat>Vice^hait 

Guest of Aretha Franklin event Vice-Chair 


Tammy Robinson (Guest) Guest of Aretha Franklin event Vice-Chair 


Jane Soohoo (J<^ Huang) Wife of John Huang, DNC Trustee 

Strong Clinton 4c DNC Supporters 
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Barbara Skinner 

Guest of Eugene Jackson/DNC Trustee 

Event Co^hair 

Marianne Spraggins 

Investment Banker 

DNC Member/BLF Member 

Joseph Suggs 


Percy Sunon 

Chairman. Inner City Broadcasting 

DNC/BLF Member 

Johnny Swanson 

Chairman Sl CEO. Swanson Group 

New DNC/NFC Member 

LeBaron TaylrM* 

Vioe-Pmsident. Sony, Inc. 

New 8LF Member 

Jeff Thompson (Guest) 

Alphonso Tindall 

Partner. Thompson. Cunis. Pazilo 

Strong Clinton &. DNC Supporter/New BLF Member 
Vice-President, Greenberg. Taurig. Sc Hoffman 

New NFC Member 

Mae Ley Tom 

Vice-President. Cassidy & Associates 

DNC/NFC Member 

Maria Elena Torino (Guest) 

Chairman Sl CEO, META 

DNC Trustee 

John Utendahl (Spouse) 

Chairman. Utendahl Partners, L.P. 

New DNC/BLF Member 

Otis Warren 

New DNC/NFC Member 

Nicoie Willis 

Guest of Gene HaJe. DNC NFC Member 

Alonzo Williams. M.D. (Spouse) 

President, Surgery Center of Arkansas. P.A. 

FOB & DNC Supportcr/BLF Member 
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vn»'s/r.i.ErTED omciAi-s 


Hon. Ron Brown (2) 

Secntary, Commerce 

Hon. Henry Cisneros (2) 

Secretary. HUD 

Hon. Mike Espy (guest 4) 

Secretary. Agriculture 

Hon. Hazel O'Leary (guest) 

Secretary. Energy 

Hon. Federico Pena (guest) 

Secretary. Traaapontion 

Hon. Richard Riley (guest) 

Secretary. Education 

Joan Baggett (guest) 

Assistant to the President 

Director. Political Affairs 

Veronica Biggins (guest) 

Assistam to die President 

Director. White House Personnel 

Carol Browner (guest) 

AdminstraUM^. EPA 

Erskine Bowles (guest) 

Adminstrator. SBA 

Alexis Herman (guest) 

Assistant to the President 

Director. Office of Public Liaison 

Maggie Williams 

Chief of Staff. First Lady 

Harold Ickes (guest) 

Deputy Chief of Staff 

The White House 

Roger Johnson (guest) 

Adminstrator. CSA 

Phil Lader (guest) 

Deputy Chief of Staff 

The White House 

Reta Lewis (guest) 

Special Assistant to the President 
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Bruce Lindsey (guest 3) 

Jack (^inn (guest) 

Rodney Slater (guest) 

Hon. Bill Bradley 

Hon. Carol Mosely Braun 

Hon. Kweisi Mfume (guest) 

Hon. Cardiss Collins 

Hon. Eva Clayton (guest) 

Hon. Ron Deltums (Roscoe) 

Hon. (Tarrie Meeks (guest) 
Hon. Bill Jefferson 
Hon. Charles Rangel (guest) 

Hon. Robert Underwood 

Hon. David Dinkins 
Dorothy Height (Guest) 

Rev. Joseph Lowery 

llflll 


Office of Political Affairs 

Senior Advisor to the President 
The White House 

Chief of Staff 
Vice President’s Office 

Adminstrator. Federal Highway Adminstruion 
Senau>r (New Jersey) 

Senator (Riinois) 

Chair, Congressional Black Caucus 
Congressman (MD-7th) 

Chair. Congressional Black Caucus Foundation 
Congresswoman (lL-7th) 

New DNC NFC Member 


Chair. Freshman Class 
Congresswoman (NC-lst) 

Chairman. Arm Services Committee 

Gu^t of Jc^n Johnson Sl Linda Johnson Rice 

Congresswoman (FL-Hth 

Congressman (LA*2nd) 

Cilongressman (NY-15ih) 

Guam (Delegate) 

Professor, Columbia University 

FOH/Prwident. National (>uncil of Negro Women 

Guest of Eugene Jackson/DNC Trustee 
Event Co-Chair 
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Martha Love 

Pani LaBelle (Armstead) 


Vice- Chair DNC 
Special Guest Performer 


DNC STAFF 
David Wilhelm (Degee) 
Debra £>eLee (Guest) 
Terry McAuIiffe 
Laura Hartigafl 
Bobby Watson (Robin) 
Carol Willis 
Martha Ph4)ps 
Alice Travis 
Minyon Moore 

David Mercer 
Steve (joodia 
Elaine Howard 


Chairman, Democratic National Committee 

Vice-Chair &, Executive Director. DNC 

Chairman. DNC Finance 

Finance Director 

Deputy Executive Director. DNC 

Senior Advisor to the Chairman 

Deputy Executive Director. DNC 

Director, intergovermental & Party Affairs 

Assistant to Chairman for Voter Panicipaiion. 
Training. & Public Liaison 

Regional Finance Director 

Director. Finance Operations 

Events Director 
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PSESmENTLU, BIRTHDAY CELEBRATION 
august 2, 1994 

chairman DAVID WILHELM’S TABLE 


Chiimon Divid Wilhelm 


Degee Wilhelm 


Hon. Shennan Copelln 
(Donne Copelin) 

Speaker Pro Tern, Louielena House 

New DNDBLF Member 

ChariieTiie 
(Charlie Chang) 

President, Daihauu 

FOB/Managing Trustee 

Hon. Xweiii Hfume 
(1 gueat) 

Chair, Congicsiional Black Caucus 

CcBgrwsman (MD>7ilO 

Docochy Height 
(1 guetO 

FpH/Presideat, National Council of Negro Women 

Robert J^tnaoQ 
(Butch Lewie) 

Presideat, Black Eaiertainment Television 

Strong C^ton Supporter/DNC Trustee 


EXHIBIT 

VH'H 
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MEMOIkANDUM 


To: Alka Wciwna 

N4iKy Jacobioa 

Fr. Otvid Mtfc«r 

Dc Muck 20. 1999 

Re: TrieSpoonnhiR 


Aoched is tctack for $10,000 fees Ckviic Trie iat fee Mtodae 9 fiprMi#i»jfCM. Tk»ak you for akinf the time 
to meet •fats lad wc look forwirtfmworkni the Omhs. I omi yev wtfl keep Charlie abreast of die 

CetMer's evens aad hmciaooi. Uitil aeu ame. gead cart. 



DNC 1588002 




540 


meeting w/charlie trie, president of daihatsun international trading 

AND WINSTON WANG, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF FORMOSA PLASTIC 
CORPORATION 


purpose • Service oil 

• To Introduce DLF to Winston Wang. 

• Tliank Winston and Charlie Trie for your continue support of the 
Party. 

BACKGROUND . Charlie Trie is an FOB and a DNC Managing Trustee. Trie recruited Winston 
Wang for the 6/21 POTUS coffee. 

Formosa Plastics is a multinational corporation founded by the Taiwan Wang 
family. The Wang family has a conglomeration of various multi-million dollar 
businesses. Interests range from high tech computers to power supply 
corporations. 

Formosa operates a polyester facility In South Carollrui. Other plants are in 
Delaware City DE. Baton Rouge LA, and Point Comfort TX, and a HQ in 
Livingston Nl. 

Winston will likely assume the board chairmanship from his father, Y.C. Wang. 


CONTACT David Mercer 

X-71<I5 


f BO I * 
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meeting w/charue trie, president of daihatsun international trading 
and WINSTON WANG, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF FORMOSA PLASTIC 
CORPORATION 


purpose * Service call 

• To introduce DLF to Winston Want- 

a Oiank Winston and Charlie Trie for your continue support of the . 
Party. 

BACKGROUND Charlie Trie is an FOB and a DNC Managing Trustee. Trie recruited Winston 
Wang for the 6/21 POTUS coffee. 

Formosa Plastics is a multinational corporation founded by the Taiwan Wang 
family. The Wang family has a conglomeration of various multi-million dollar 
businesses. Interests range from high tech computen to power supply 
corporations. 

Formosa operates a polyester facility In South Carolina. Other plants are in 
Delaware Gty DE, Baton Rouge LA, and Point Comfort TX, and a HQ in 
Livingston NI. 

Winston will likely assume the board chairmanship from his father, Y.C. Wang. 


CONTACT David Mercer 

x-7105 


( 1 ) 0176 '^ 
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EVENT: 


DATE; 

IXtCATION: 

TIME: 

BACKGROUND! 

PURPOSE: 


BRIEFING FOR CHAIRMAN FOWLER 


Meeting with Charlie Trie and Winston Wang 

Charlie Trie 
President 

Daihatsu International Trading 
2224 Coctondale Lane. Suite 102 
Utile Roclc, AR 72202 


Winston Wang 
Executive Vice President 
Formosa Plastics Cotpontion 


9 Peachtree Hill Road 
Livingston, N1 07039 


Wednesday, lune 21. 1995 


Democratic National Committee 

Chairman's Office 

Contact; David Mercer x*7IOS 


3:00 p.m. • 3:15 p.m. 


Charlie is an FOB and DNC Managing Trustee. He recruited Winston 
Wang. Winston it patticipaling in the 6/2f WH coffee event. 
Winston's compiay Formosa Plastics is a muld-naiionai corporation 
founded by the Taiwan Wang family. Wmston is lilmly to assume the 
board chairmanship from his ftOia Y.C. Wang. They have plants in 
Delaware City, DE, Baton Rouge, LA and Point Comfoit, TX in 
addition to corpoiate headquaiten in Uvingston, hO. 

The puipose of the meeting is to iomduce the DNC Chairman to Winston 
Wang and to thank him and Charlie firr iheir continued support of the 
Party. 


F 0DI7il3 
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M e M O R A N' 0 U M 


To: An Swiller 

Fr: Dt«i4 Mrfcer 

Oi; Imm If. Iff) 

Rc: frnooit lafemuini on Donoa 
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VIA FAX 
501-«644m8 


MEMORANDCAf FOR CHARLIE TRIE 


Fr: David Mercer 

Di; October 16. 1995 

Re: Democrats Abroad 


This is to serve as a follow up to our converutiorts regardinf Democraa Abroad in Taiwan. A 
Taiwanese chapter of Democraa Abroad already exisa. The chair of ihe Taiwanese chapter is 
Tammy Turner. She can be reached at the foltowinf: 

Phone:886 I 368 9023 (w) 



Pax; 886 2 367 0342 

You should contact her and let her know of your interest to open an office on behalf of the 
Taiwanese Democrao Abroad. If you have additional questions, please contact me at 202-863* 
7105. Thanks for your attention. Lei me know how I might proceed in assisting you in your 
efforu. 


mMMRRHHIRI DNC 1612853 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Dftvid Mercer 

FR: Maura McManimon 

RE: Proof photos 

DT: Novwnbcr 15, 1995 


FYl, the following is a list of the proof photos that were pulled by Ernie and Phyllis Green: 


Number Descriotion 


009 

01 ? 

019 

o:5 

026 

027 

044 

045 

046 

047 
052 
055 

069 

070 

071 
094 

097 

098 

099 

100 
101 
102 

103 

104 

163 

164 
168 


Jiongzhang Tang 
Asian Delegation 

Ron Brown with Charlie Trie and Chun Hua Yeh 
Chun Hua Yeh 
Jiongzhang Tang 
Nunho Pun 

Charlie Trie with Ernie Green, Don Fowler, Lap Seng NG 
Chung Hua Yeh with Charlie Trie, Don Fowler, Yan Seng Pan 
Clinton with Ernie and Phyllis Green 
Clinton with Ernie Green and Don Fowler 
Phyllis Green with Asian Delegation 
Clinton with Fowler and Ernie and Phyllis Green 
Yan Sheng Pan with Clinton 
Chun Hua Yeh with Clinton and Yan Sheng Pan 
Yan Sheng Pan with Clinton. Nunho Pun and Lap Seng Ng 
Chun Hua Yeh with Clinton 
Terry Boyd with Clinton 
Jesse Chang with Clinton 
Tony Hsu with Clinton 
Jing Fan with Clinton 
Jiongzhang Tang with Clinton 
Jie Liv with Clinton 
Robert Xiong with Clinton 
Celia Chau with Clinton 
Kellee Baker (photographer’s niece) 

Mya Harrison (photographer's assistant) 

Jiongzhang Tang with Clinton and Asian Delegation 



f 00H6O62 
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169 Asian Delegation with Ernie Green and Clinton 

170 Asian Delegation with President Clinton 

171 Asian Delegation with Clinton and Secretary Brown 

176 Kellee Baker (photographer's niece) 

191 Audience photo 

1% President Clinton approaching podium 

206 Lap Seng Ng and Chun Hua Yeh 

221 President Clinton with Ernie Green 

223 President Clinton with Ernie Green presenting gift 

224 President Clinton with Ernie Green presenting gift 

225 President Clinton holding gift 

226 President Clinton thanking Phyllis Green 


F |)!)H 6 0 8 3 
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la.sofl t«t* to,e»o iistTxsiAb 


i*fe* ■•••ff »*i 

li* ttt» »«vi« N*rt*f vfti 

11* »rt» Rarear tai 


MXita 

■ a»« AMaaa Saaat Saka 



llliraillllKtililllllilillfilii DNC 1479318 



•aca Aaaaat Caaaaat aallalta 

aatai Bzaia* >/i»/a« (at* 

ii/ii/ai la.aaa arateaa aNaaxeaa tvaaaaaa at. caar 

xi/i«/as iQ.oaa arateaa aaaaxeaa Laaeaaaa nr. chat 


•a«a aaaaaa <aaaaa« 
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MEMORANDUM 


. : Minyon Moore 

rc: Laura Hartigan 
Marci Sandoval 

“r: David Mercer 

Zi: N'cvember 30. 1993 

= e; ?rcspec“ive ramcipancs zzr lA arcncr.ir conference 

Tne rcllowing lisc cf people snc‘__i be considered in addicicn co 
-.nose you suggesced for pamcicaiicn in ihe proposed econcr.ic 
ievelccTienc conference centarively scheduled for December 4. 1993. 

Several c: tine prospective participants have articulated their 
•lews and concerns with Chairr.an Wilhelm during his visits to 
Zalifcrnia. They deal directly ’wich providing economic development 
cppcrtunit les for their communities cr own tneir own successf*ui 
cusinesses and understand the dai.y struggle to overcome tne many 
testacies facing the California -arket. Together they are eager 
and able to contribute to a constructive and articulate dialogue cf 
now the administration can best sour economic development. 

-.s cart :: the planning for the conference and in an eiicrt to 
:cm,r.unicate tne administraticn’ s ir.itiati'/es anc its oom.r.itnent to 
economic development, we should prepare tne following: 

1. Information on initiati'-'es being implemented cy tne 
federal agencies (Agriculture. Commerce. Labor, Custioe. 
etc., chat are targeted to the inner cities or addressing the 
issues of concern to African Americans. 

2. Draft briefings outlining how the adm.inistraticn s ma^cr 
cclicKJS may improve the eccnomio opportunities fer African 
AmericciHS or otherwise aodress tne crcclems afflicting the 
inner cities. This should ce done for eacn of t.ie 

sdministraiion' s major initiatives. We need to be able to juoce, 
dajncnstrate and promote, for sxar.pie, that x amount or 
percentage cf African Americans -will oenefit from the Earned 
Income Tax Credit, cr that x amount of iocs will be created in 
mazier Titles like Los Angeles. Thicagc or New Ycrk ‘with 
passage cf NAFTA. 


f 00,4 5 5 7 ? 
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Minyor. .Vccre 
LA t-or.cmic Ccnierer.ce 
?. 2 


COKKOMXTY/OPINXOM LEADERS 

Danny J. Bakeweil. Sr. 

Chairman 

Cotnpzcr. Czr.mercial Beveicprr.en" 

230 Ease Slauson Avenue 
Los Anceies. CA 50012 
Ph : 

Mr. Bakeweil is also ehe cireceur of ehe Brocherhood Crusade, an 
organizacisn ehac helps escablish businesses in African American 
communities nationwide and in particular South Central Los Angeles. 
He's also a very close associate cf Clarence Avant. 


Ken Bentley. Jr. 

Cirectcr. Icrr.munity Affairs 
Mestle. VBA 


500 North Brand Boulevard 
Blendaie. lA 912C3 


?h: 

P.h: 



As director of community affairs, 
addressing the economic development 
community . 


Xen understands and works on 
needs of the African American 


Bishop Charles E. Blake 
Paster of v:esc Angeles 
C.hurch cf Bod and Christ 
3045 Crensnaw Boulevard 
Los Angeles. CA 90016 


Sishoc Sla.<e has the largest : 
.Angeles and deals with economic 


c.ngregat ion 
development 


in South 
issues . 


Los 


Jon Cornel I'-s 
President 

Don Cornelius Productions 

5255 West Sunset Boulevard, Suite 420 

-os Angeles . CA 90069-3309 

?h:MIMiiH| (wi 

rh.'dHHHHlA (h) 

Cornelius, a close friend cf Clare.nce Avant* s, is passionate in his 
concern for African American youth and addressing tne lack cf ^oo 
opportunities for them. He recently met with Chairman Wilhelm 
dujTing a dinner at Clarence Avant 's house. 


f IIONSS?* 
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Moore 

cxic Conference 


AFRICAN AMERICAN BUSINESSWOMEN 

Suzanne dePasse 

Chair & CEO 

de Passe Encertainmenc 


= 750 v.'ilshire soulevard. S 
Cos Angeles, CA 9CC36 



ccnpany ; 


uite 61C 


formerly of Motown Records. 


Cynthia McClain-Hill 
Municipal Securities division 
The First Boston Corpcraticn 
333 South Grand Avenue 
los Angeles, CA 50C71 



Fran Cones 

6333 Sunset Boulevard, Suite 809 
Hollywood, CA 90028 

?h: E— ■— § 

Fx : 

Ms. Cones is President of the black franchise owners of McDonald’s 
and owns several McCtnaid's scores in California. 


Celores Robinson 
Robinson Entertainment 
:iz y.zrzh .Maple Drive. Suite 
Sever.’/ Hills, CA ?C21C 


Cwr.s proauction company 


250 


AFRICAN AMERICAN BANKERS 

Paul Hudson 
President & CEO 
Sroad’way Federal Savings 
4935 Venice Boulevard 


Ar.aeles 


Carlton Jenkins 

Managing Director 

Founders National Bank 

3510 West Martin Luther King Road 

Los A.ngeies, CA 9CCCS 



f oonss?? 
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Xir.ycr. Xccre 

■-A Zzor.z-'.z rsr.ferencft 


XFRZCAN AMERICAN BOSINESSMSK 

Chucx Ja.T.es 
?resiaer.: 



Mr. James provides produce for McDonald's among other customers and 
also experts to the far Ease. He is 35 years old and the third 
ger.eratitr. to run the family business. He is also a BLF member of 
t.^.e JNC finance committee. 


lari Jenss 
rresiden: 

Zrzss Cel curs 
IrSS Tubaav 
:cT.r.erce. CA rOC4C 
Ccr.tacc ;.=.r.cr.sa Fortner 
rh : 

Cross Cclsurs is the manufacturer of new wave clothing- -baggy jeans 
etc. t.nat nas captured the youth maricet. 


£lv;n Mcen 


i.w. Meet. Inc. 
i:3i: Venice Boulevard 
ics Anceles. CA 9006€ 


Steve .^c:as 
rullertsn Cedge, Inc. 
i:i: Wes: C range Thorpe 
■ull ertch . CA 92633 

?h; — ■— # 

Mr. ilsjas Is a member of t.he Minority Auto Dealers Asscciat.ion 
running several car dealers.hips in California. 

sill t. Shack Jr, 
rresident 

ShacX'Wccds and Associates. I.nc. 

1:^9 Leno Beach Boulevard 
long Seatr.. CA 59806 



y.r. ShazK is a member of the Minority Auto Dealers Association 
running several car dealerships in California. 


f #0'(S5BO 
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Air.ycr. Moore 
lA £:or.on\ic Conference 


Alonzo V. Wallecte 
AVW ilecrronic Syscems, Inc. 
11307 South Hindry Avenue 
los Ar.oeies. CA 50045 



~x : 

Xr. v.'alletce is the president of an electronics firm that provides 
roods and services to the air traffic control and ocher industries. 

:-ilberi T. Ray 
rartr.er. O'Melveny & Myers 
-.ZG South Hooe Street 
los A.'.geles.‘ CA 9007:-2999 



Xr. =ay is an African American partner at C'Meiveny; associate of 
Secretary Christopher; served on the Christopher Commission 
addressing the riots resulting with cne King verdict. He is kno%m 
as a bridge builder between communities and has close ties to Mayor 
P.iordan . 


ASIAK BUSIKESSKEM/LEADERS 

r.ichard Bercsch 
President 

Xecrcsound U.S.A., Inc. 

South Garfield Avenue 
Paramount. CA 90723 



,*ohn Huang 
.'ice Chairman 
lippo Sank 

711 West College Street 
los Angeles, CA 90012 

ext. ifll 

?X:% 


P-io.hard Park 
President 

V.a. '.roopon Co.. Inc. 

551 South Western Avenue 
A.tgeles, CA 90005 


F 0 0 H 5 5 8 I 
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to: Ht. Lla4« Sp«rb«r 

Dir«etor« Corp«r«t« S«Ui Frofraa 
Th* l«v«rly Hlltea lloeal 
(f«ic«310-2i5-I3I3) 

Froat John Huang 


This i« cd auchoriaa you co 4a bit ay Aatricaa lapraat 
Cradle Card VBHIHiBiHHHii* aaplraeioa data 
411^ far eba aaouuc ef alsey fiva buadrad dbllara — 
(11,500.00) caaiard rba aapaaaaa laaarrad by eba DNC 
(Oaweraeie Maeloaal Coaaiccaa) acaff aaabar Oavid 
Harcar ae your bocal oaar eba paae cao aaaeba. 

Should you bava any quoacioa, plaaaa don't haaleaea 
ec caU aa coday at 213«d25*ms IddO. 


Thaaka and ragarda 
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To: David Mercer 
Fr: Adam Crain 
Dt: AprU 20, 1995 

Re: FoUow-up for May 10 breakout with VP in Loa Angetea 

David, you mentioned that you wanted to contact he foUowing about the May 10 break^t. 

John Huang al US Commerce 
Roger Johnson at GSA 
Nancy Zamora 
Marianne Mitchell 

Linda Gayagos (you wanted to ask Minyon about her) 

Clarence Avam of Tabu Records 
James Riady- former Trustee 
Richard Choi-Bertch 



f 0026709 
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ia/03/«ft MC riaAfie* ft07t4C 

t«*eativ* tvMAry 

Mr«« JuM ■uaiig 
2100 lUaerMt Dr 
01«ad«l«, Ch 91207*10S7 


■t 

ft 

Ot 

It 

Ct 


ffl 

■t 

Cl 


ft 


•t 

mt 0/00/00 MRt 


MtITm 1996 TotAll 0 1999 Tot«lt 0 IMDIVXOOAL 


Dat* iMouiit CoMBBt iolieitor ruadralMr 


12/22/94 

9*000 

BX.F MX88X1I6TOR M 08CIKBS 

Riehard Sullivan 

POl 

8/11/94 

9*000 

DC VORR OOTRIAC8 OIRHIR 

David Marear 

POl 

4/29/94 

9*000 

1994 TR08TB MOMTKLf D088 

David Marear 

N03 

3/16/94 

10*000 

1994 TRUiTtI MOITTHLY 0018 

Ari Swillar 

N03 

12/14/93 

19*000 

L08 Mf6tL88 DVBRT PRI8. C 


roi 

8/19/92 

9*000 

San Oabrlal* CA Asian laa 


POl 


imiTTa 1996 Total! O 199S Total! 0 CONPANT 

Oato Afiiint OaoMot iolieitar Puadraiaaf 


D6I6ID 

ioraya Ifirladinata 
Mr. Xannath R. Wynn 
Hi Ryu Ahn — JT 


Ranuet Ivoat Data 

19«000 A61AH RACXPXC AMIRXCAR CO 11/09/99 
12*000 ASXAM PACXPXC ANIRXCMf CO 11/07/99 
10*000 1999 NXSIIXIIOIOR DC OMA 6/19/99 


pRioricxpATxaa 

Data Retiaity 



imiiimiinin 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: DAVID MERCER 

ERICA PAYNE v- 

CC: TERRY MCAUUFFE 

MINYON MOORE 
LAURA HARTIGAN 
STEPHEN GOODIN 

FR: GRACE HO/VIDA BENAVIDES 

DT: MONDAY, AUGUST I, 1994 

RE: DONOR REQUEST FOR </2 


Johnny Chun| is a strong potential donor for (he DNC who has started his relationship with us 
with a $100,000 commitment to the President's Birthday Cekbiation Dinner tomociow nght 
He has one request: he would like to ananfe for his pnr^ to personally wish POTUS a happy 
birthday. His parents who are in their M's can ooly attend the reception. Is (here any way that 
we can accommodate this request? 
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MEMORANDUM 


To: Richard Sullivan 

ft: Davkt Mercer 

Dt: September 14. 1994 

Re: VP Luncheon Li« 

This is (he ba )Ou requnacd R>r (he VP luncheon on (be 9/21. It's a pool of some of the ben misers/writers to draw 
from. Let's net tofcther to size it down. Thanks for your attention. 


.Mr. Emesi Green 
Managing Direcior 
Lehman Brothers 
1627 (Street. NW. Suite 1(00 
Washiofion. DC 20006 



Melvin E. Clark, ir.. Esq. 
Preside os 

Metroplex Corporadon 
512 G Street. SW 
Wa shington. D C 20024 

.Mr. Richard L. Mays. Esq. 
.Mays & Crutcher Law Offees 
4 IS Main Street 
Unk Rock. AR 72201 



Confidential Infonnation 


jlHiiHiifiliillS DHC 1587948 
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Yah Lin 'Charlie' Trie 
President 

Daihatsu Iniemaiional Trading, inc. 
Lafayette Building. Suite LI30 


S23 South Louisiana 
Utt k Rock. AR 7 2:^31 


Don Barden 
President 

Barden CommunicadMts. Inc. 

243 West Congress Saeet. Suite (000 
De troit. Ml 4822 6 

Ph: MW^ 


Ms. Janice Griffin 
The Prudential 

1 140 Connecticut Aveoue. NW. Suite 510 
WashiogtotL DC 20036 
Ph:3 
Fa:| 


Mr. Et^oe G. Jackson 

Chairman & CEO 

World AMcan Network 

5(20 We« Goldkaf Circle. Suite 350 

Los Angeles. Ca 90056 

Ph;2i^mBl 

fx.l^SBSK 

Mr. Roben L. Johnson 
President 4t CEO 
Black Enteratomeni Television 
123 2 3Ut Street. NW 
Wa shington. DC 20007-3496 


Mr. Raymood McCeodoo 

Pryor. McClendon. Couno & Co. loc. 

One Miduwu Plaza 

1330 Peacbaee Street. NE. Suite 850 

Atfi tta. CA 3030 9 

phtda^mH 


Confidential Infotmation 


.1587949 
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Dr. Ceoe Newtoo 
Coordiruted Healihcare Systems 
671 1 Old York Road. Suite 200 
Philadelphia. PA 19126 



Iraleoe Barnes 
Vice President 

Potomac Electric Power Company 
1900 PeoRsyivaiiia Avenue. NW 
Was hingion. DC 20068 

.Mr. Frank Brooks 
Brooks Sausage Company. Inc. 
7600 95th Street 
Kenosha. Wl 53142 



Mn. Robin Brooks 
Maoagtiig Director 
Willamette Management 
87SO West fiyn Mawr Avenue 
Chicago. IL 60631 

fxMBBH 

Johnny Chung 
Chainnao 

Aucocnasd lotelligea Systems, (nc. 
2771 Plaaa Del Amo. Suite 809 
Tor rance. CA 90 S03 

.Ms. Carol Thompson Cole 
Vice Presidea 
RJR Nabisco loc. 

1455 Peonsylvaoia Avenue. NW 
Wa shiogmo. DC 2000< 
Ph;|B|iM§ 


Confidential Information 
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Randy Echols 
President 

Echols & Company 
901 East Capitol Street. SE 
Wa shington. DC . 20003 

Anthony Jones 
President 
Tonya. Inc. 

1000 Vermont Avenue. NW. Sth Floor 
Washit^ton. DC 3000S 

Pb: IHIHB 

Fx: 

.vir. Rollie Kimbrough 
President & CEO 
.MCSI Technologies 
S40I CollesvUle Road. Suite 30S 
Silver Sprii^. MD 20910 



Weldon Latham 

Partner. Shaw. Pittman. Poos, it Trowbridge 
2300 N Street. NW 
Wa shiogtoa. D C 20037 

Ph-.M^MB 

Fx:B^^B 

Mr. William Lucy 

AFSCME 

1625 L Street. NW 

WashiogtOA. OC 20036 



8iU Lynch 
Vice-PresidieH 
McAodrews Sc Forties 
38 East 63fd Street 
New York. NY 10021 

Ph:ta|||m 

Ms. Marianoe CaaiUc Spaggins. Esq. 
AA4 Ceoaal Park Wen. Apt. 104 
Ne w York. NY 10 025 

Fx:^HMHI 


confidential 

IllliillliliiniiSllli DHC 1587851 
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L4tty Cibsofi 

The Kwt SehDiokt Conaitiee 
36 Sooih Charles Socet. Sutie 2210 


Ba hiipocc. MD 2 1201 



imiiiinmiii dhc 1587952 
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memorandum for JENNIFER K.\AS 
Fr David Mercer 

Dt April 18, 1996 

Re Suggested names for special election prospecting 

Attached is the list of suggestions you requested on behalf of the Chainnan These are 
good friends of the Parry and who could either be responsive or know others who might 
help Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks! 


i EXHIBIT 

I 


1781646 
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Suggested List for Speciil Election 


Mr. Rashid Chai^arv 

Rjani Corporation 

5401 Wed 65th Sum 

B<dfOf d Park. Q. 606 3S-S628 

Office Home: BHPHBFax: 


Stanley Chesley 
President 


Waite. Schneider. Ba> less dt Chesley 
1513 Central Tnsi Totitr 
Fourth and Vine Sued 
CinannatL OH 45202 
Office: Home: \ 


Mr Johnny Chung 
Chairman and CEO 
Automated Intelligent $>iiefn 
27^1 Pla 2 i Del Amo 
Suite S09 

TofTa/«^C^^0503 
Office Home: 


Tim Collins 
Managing Director 
ONEX Invesoneno 
7i: Fifth Avenue 
New Yo rk. NY 1001 9 
Phone: 

Faa: 


Ai OeCoQS 
Esq. 

Decoos.Philips.Lundstendt Brooser 
103 Eisenhower Parkway 
Rcaelan lNJ 07068 
Phone: —PI 
Fax: HHBP 


Daniel Dudea 


Presuka 

OdkD and Assoaua 
412 Fine Sam. SE 
Suic 100 


Washic ^ DC 30003 
Phooe: P— Ml 
Fax: BMPM 


Confidential information 
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James Eitwardi 

Chairmaii Sl CEO 

ICF Kaiser Imefnadomi. (nc 


9500 Lee HiglMiy 
Fairfw. VA 
Phone: 

Fax; MilM 


CynAia Friedman 
5610 WtKonstn A\«nue 
.Apanmett 103 

Chevy Clme.MD a »l5a<16 
Phonr 

Fax: MaHiV 


Sanley Hirsb 
PresMka 
Mercaodle Cencr 
33000rixMKd 
Soidto C^.CA 9160 * 



name, 

Fax: IHiV 

Sacha Mtibeooe 
Vice PresMlea 
Raymoml James FuancUl 
1401 ISneec NW 
Washin gpn. DC 3000 5 
Phone: 

Fax; MMHT 

fUchanlPark 

PresMka 

L S WoupooCo.. Uk. 

831 Soutti%wMBra Aveiaae 
Los AAieles. CA 9000S'3302 
Phone: IIBHB 

Carol Peoricy 
544 Hewriott P artwny 
Hcrado tt.VA 220TD 
FhooB 

Fax: ■■■V 


Confidential Information 


DNC 1781648 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Re: 


Dm F«wlcr, DNC CbAiroiM 
Alcjudra Y. Castino 
ivly 12, 19H ^ 

MactiBg with Roger Tomras 


Pursuant to your meeting with Mr Roger Tamraz, Capitol Oil Inc., held on Tuesday. July 1 1; I 
would like to forward to you some recently received background information on his business 
operations. As a potential Managing Trustee member, Mr. Tamraz's business dealing may 
potentially, if not definite, political and ethical implications on die DNC fundraising operations I 
have had several conversations widi Carol Khare and Ari Swiller regarding Mr Tamraz's 
background. Please review the following memo, DNC Finance Department is pending your guidance 
on whether to continue oitf convenanon with Mr. Tamraz and/or extend an inviunon to participate 
in DNC events. 

Rawr Tinmi 

Bio^raj^ieal information'. 

• Egyptian bom and U.S. resident 

• Religion: Maronite Catholic 

• Educated at the American University in Cairo, Cambndge University .England and at 
Harvard Business School. Maasachuaetts. 

BusmtMS Background 

• In the 1960's. Mr Tamraz worked for the New York based investment firm of Kidder. 
Peabody in New York and Beirut. 

• In 1974. he set up his own investment firm. First Arabian Corp.. to invest the money of 
Middle East clients. 

• Served as Bank AUMashrek Chairman-<Lebanon’s second Largest bank. 

• In December of 1911. Mr. Tamraz was accused by the Lebanese authorines of siphoning an 
estimated $154 million out of the second*largest bank in Lebanon. Bank ALMashrek 

• Dunng diis time, Mr Tamraz headed Jet Holding, owners of TransMediteneanean Airways 
(TMA'Cargo specialist) and Middle East Airlines (MEA) 

• Owner of TAMOIL, since die late I9t0*s. Mr. Tamraz has slowly sold or merged his 
holdings of TAMOIL. Among the big Tamoil buyers is Oilinvest. an overseas investment 
arm of Libya's National Oil Company Oilinvest's acquired die Milan*based Tamoil group of 
companies with operations in Italy and Spain ••Further explained in Event section, 

Ev€nu:lfi0*t 

• On March 6. 1919, the imemaoonal press reponed that Roger Tamraz had been kidnapped 
on Feb 19. However, a Beirut newspaper reponed that Tamraz fled after a run on his bank 
and amid accusations he embezded $200 million Tamraz fled from the Chnstian east Beirut 
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to the Mosiem-heid western pan seckins the protection of Moslem milina when judicial 
authorities issued a warrant for his arrest. 

• While seeking safe haven in west Beirut it was reponed that Hobeika. a former commander 
of die L^anese Force*«ihe mam Chnsoan militia, forced Tamraz to pay a S3 million he 
claimed was owed him after die collapse of die Bank ANMeshrek. Hobeika is held 
responsible for the September 19t2 massacre of hundred of Palestinian civilians by Chnsnan 
milinamen in two Beirut refugee camps after Israel invaded Lebanon 

• Tamraz was freed after paying die final installment of a S3 million ransom However. 
Tamraz denied all news stones of ever having been kidnapped. 

• Investors say the bank, under Tamraz direction, made shaky investments in Spanish real* 
estate, casinos in Portugal and a money losing cargo airline. Sources claim that Al-Mashreq 
bank ran into difficulties because Tamraz. who owned at the nme 20 enterprises, had A)* 
Mashreq invest cash reserves to fund private businesses 

• Lebanon's Central Bank has had to fund the Al-Nfashreq to prevent it from total collapse 
and bail out local depositors, a step which could have shaken the country’s banking system. 

It was estimated that Al-Mashreq bank had a deficit of $100 million 

Events: I999's 

• Since the 1980'$ Tamraz has worked to revitalize his oil business in lieu of financial and 
political mishaps in Lebanon. TAMOIL, a leaihng oil company (refinenes, gasoline stations) 
with holdings in Italy (5.3% of Italian Market) and Spain (— ) have been slowly partitioned 
and sold during the last seven years to O&JNVEST 

• Despite die Washington's freeze of Libyan assete and boycott of Libya-related companies. 
Tamraz aided OILINVEST. an overseas investment am of Libya’s National Oil Company, to 
connnue a pattern of acquisitions in Italy during the 1980's OU^INVEST acquired 89.5 % 
equity in TAMOIL and a network of 1.945 service sutton as well as distribution centers 
throughout Italy. OHiNVBST. through TAMOIL, bought 75% in Volcan Oil Milan. 

« By 1992, Beirut bankn^tcy court approved several offers to sell TMA, the cargo airline 
under Tamraz' s direction. The deal involved the payment of $8 million and the bank's taking 
responsibility for TMA's estimated $35 miHion debt incurred as pan of Al-Mashreq bank 
financial crisis. 

• Presently. Tamraz is Chairman of OIL CAPITAL INC Oil Capital Inc has announced a 
new plan to build a large $2 billion pipeline through Armenia. It is expected that over 100 
million barrels of oil per day will begin to flow from the two Caspian Projects Azerbaijan 
and naghbors, Kazakhistan and Turkmenistan, could have well over 100 billion banels of oil, 
making diem comparable to Iraq or Kuwait and potentially bigger than Alaska's Prodhoe Bay 
or North Sea. 

• This Ca^ian deal is drawing Washington in Washington is feeling the mounting pressures 
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from oil comptnies such as Amoco, Mobile. Exxon. McDermott, Brown St Root. Bechtel, and 
Chevron. The Clinton Administration is being pushed to alter its pro*Russia policy and sian 
backing die republics in an attempt to push the deal forward 

Conclusions: 

Based upon the above stated events, it is clear diat Mr. Tamraz has several problems pending before 
the international business community. Among the more recent events concerning Mr Tamraz is hts 
bar from participating in a Commerce Department Trade board (unofficiai>Carol Khare received 
warning from a DOC friend). 

In a conversation held with Ari Swiller yesterday, Mr. Tamraz expressed his desire to contribute 
S300,000 to the DNC. Indeed, his contribution is greatly appreciated and highly needed, however, 
his past involvement in shaky international business and para*militaiy organizations may generate 
considerable problems for the DNC. Mr. Tamraz seeks political leverage to secure his oil ventures in 
the Russian Republics (Caspian Oil Project). 

Our association with Mr. Tamraz should be well defined, a difficult task given his complex business 
connections and political associations. His business background has proved to be full of significant 
financial and ethical troubles. Pay attention to these warning signals! 

I hope diis memo has provided you vnth the informaoon needed. 

CC 

Carol Khare 
An Swiller 


DNC 3116353 
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MEMOSANIKM FOR ROGER TAMRAZ 

FR: lUcfavdSullivMi 
AriSwUkr 
RE; CoMiibulioiii 
DT; MRh2(.l996 


7-19-95 • S20.000. RidHid Motpoi te Govcnor 

525.000, Vtigiaia OemoeiMie tmy 

523.000, LciiiMM Dc m ac m ic PHQr 

520.000, Wrinn, DNC Ftdcnl AeeaiM 
7^29-9S - S20.000. Rai«d. Eliit Iteddid lodNaau Hiditad 
«-»>9S - S S^, Wrinca, Rkted Moipui te OovtDor 
94>I-9S • S20.e00. Ratad, GU Siitni 

941 -9S • S20,000. Railed, Macia Sboi 
9-1045 •SSO.OOO.Wfian 


ONC3M6154 


5 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: Chairman Fowler 

FROM: David Mercer 

DATE: September 14, 1995 

RE: Meeting with Mr. & S(n. Eric Hotung 

Friday, September 15 - 1:45 pjn. 

Democratic National Committee 

The Hotungs are new tnisteea; they will be contributing $100,000 to the DNC. They will also 
be attending the White House dinner with Presideot and Mn. Clinton on Friday, September, 
ISth with Pat O'Connor. 

Mr. Hotung is a British citizen who lives in Hong Kong He is the Founder and Chairman of 
the Hong Kong Development Ltd. and the Cosmopolitan Properties and Securities Ltd. Mr. 
Honing is the head of the Hotung Institute which operates out of Hong Kong. New York City 
and Washington. D.C. Its nuin purpose is to promote a bener understanding of the relationship 
between the United States and China. 

We will be helping to set up a meeting with the Hotungs at the National Security Council, 
hopefully with Sandy Berger. 





msiiiiiiiimflnii DNC 3020787 



MEETING W/ PATRICU AND ERIC HOTUNC 


TIME 

LOCATION 

PURPOSE 

BACKGROUND 


CONTACT 


• 1:45 p.iii. 

• DLPs Oflicc 

• This is a meet and {reet. 

• Mr. Hocung is iniensted in Meeting w/ the National Security Council. 

• You will be helping him to arrange this meeting w/ Sandy Berger. 

• The Hotung are new trustees. They win be contributing $100,000 
to the DNC. 

o They will be attending the White House dinner with the President and 
Mrs. Clinton this evening at the White House. 

o Mr. Hotung is a British citixen who lives in Hong Kong. 

• He is the founder and chairman of the Hong Kong Development Ltd. 
and the Cosmopolitan Properties and Securities Ltd. 

• Mr. Hotung is the head of the Hotung Institute which operates out of 
Hong Kong, New York City and Washington, D C. . The Institute's goal 
is to promote a better understanding of the relationship between the U.S. 
and China. 

• Richard Sullivan 


DNC 3020836 
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NAME 


Hubert Riley 


Mark Thomann 


Jay Dunn 


Karen Hancox 


RICHARD SULLIVAN CALL SHEET 
MARCH 27. 1996 


MESSAGE 


Plzcall 


Plz page him 


Plz call 



Barbara Wooley 10 25 


Jaime Gore 


Kevin Keif 


Mike Marubio 


John O’Hanlon 






Fran Gray 


Matt Wanning 1 1 50 


Jodi Trapasso 


Mark Thomann 


Bnce Luckerhand 11 55 


Joe Wycr w/ David 
Straus 


Plz call very 
important POTUS is 
doing event on Friday 
and needs to speak 
Nv/you re 
Pharmaceutical 
comparues 


I Do you have any 
I answers vei 


Ron Reeves w/do lOK 
w/ US Air in free 
flights 705-418-5111 
Ann says if you say 
other airlines are doing 
more, you may get 
more out of him 


Plz call re co-chairs 


I Plzcall 



11 55 

Plz call 

11-55 

i Plz call 


' re Italian State Lunch 
Schiro took care of it 
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Call Sheet March 27, 1996 




and on list 



Mable downstairs 

J2;20 

Plz call re; Texas 
event 



Rao Ratnala 

12:30 

Plz call 

1 1 


Mike Cohen 

12 35 

Plz call re: Michigan 

1 - " "n 

BCflU 


David Mercer 

12:35 


mmmam 


Barbara Wooley 

1:15 

Plz call 

mmm 


Farhad Azima 

1:35 

Plz call 



Kelly Dickens 

1:45 

Plz call 

■■Mm 


Lauren Supina 

2:15 

Plz call re: Enuly's list 
and convention 



Huben Riley 

2:25 

Plz call 

■mi 


Andy Spahn 

3:15 

Plz call 



David Mercer 

3 15 

Plz have Thomann 
stay off of Hotung Pat 
O'Connor w/iell us 
when money ts coming 
tn 



Kevin Callahan 

3 20 

re May 20th 

■■mM 


Griffin Schultz 

3:20 

re Ann Lewis 

■■■■ 


Michael Moore 

3 35 

Plz call 

■mmi 


Mark Werner 

4 00 

Plz call 

mmai 


John Sitilides 


re DNC release today 
he IS from Angelo 
Kasapolous’ office 

H 


Johnny O’Hanlon 

4 50 

Plz call needs Hover 
money and needs to 
talk business 



Mike Cohen 

5 30 

Plz call 



Gnffin Schultz 


An> closer for Cates for 
Pittsburgh & eN'eni has to 
be later than June 15 
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Cal) Sheet 


March 27. 1996 


David Carroll 

5 50 

His direct tine 



Karen Hancox 

5:50 

Ptz call re: Emily's list 

mmm 


Mercer 


Call Fred at Breaux’s 
office talk about 
fundraiser on april 

1 1 th in touch w/K^e 
Franz who is Breaux 
guy here workii^ 
w/Ira NGddleberg and 
hope Breaux w/do 100 
to 150K 



Kathleen w/Mr 
Tempelsman office 

645 

returned call 









n■illllnlll■lll i>nc3I2«» 
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( 


xt/ei/tt 


Arlaf virittisctt 

iijt 

•r(i«ffX*X4, V» 321S1 




!••• <at«ll 310.000 



ti 

Btwxmti 

••t* 





ralaar 


f/OT/tt 

30,000 


lOAl 

Job* 

laatf 

rc 


30.000 


■ lAB 

BtAB 

Itaaf 

rc 

«/07/tB 

21.000 

totoa ABIAI DlBOia 

■ OAI 

J«Ba 

■ aaaf 

■ c 

•/07/t« 

S . 000 


■ OAI 

3»kB 

■ aaaf 

tc 

•/01/IB 

1 . 000 

tOTOB ABIAI OtOllB 

lOAl 

JaBB 

■ aaao 

Kt 

S/X1/tB 

2 1,000 


- lit 

JaBB 

laaaf 

|C 

s/xi/ti 

21,000 

OBI OBAOetBOO toroB 

IVltT 

BaBa 

Itaai 

l( 

)/11/t« 

21, 000 

BAB tAABCtBCO tOTOB 

BTIIT 

JaBa 

iBaaB 


x/ 2 a/«a 

10,000 


- IBB 

JaBa 

laaaf 

■ ( 

x/aa/tt 

29,000 

tBOBtlt T1AAX.T OOIB 

- 1** 

•TaBB 


l( 

xa/xa/ti 

1 000 



JaBi 

■ aaaf 

ft 

xi/ia/t9 

20.000 

TBUBTIB TIABLT OOIB 

- lOB 

JaBB 

laBBO 

PC 

xa/xa/«9 

21 000 

tlOBtll riAIBT OOIB 

' tot 

3aBB 

Btaaf 

te 

Xl/0t/$9 

X 1 . 010 

ABIAH fAOtrtC AHIAKAI CQ 

.a BavlB 

Maxoar 

re 


XftB ««««Xi 0 

tool 0 




a«t« 




raali 

ataar 







Bata 



AatlviCT 


2 EXHIBIT 

j PM- So 

HmimmiBiiiMMi dnc 1227446 
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irwin Siegel 
Richard C. Agios 
Glenn A. Reiner 
Carl D, Bernstein 


Stephen S. Siminou 
Neil S. Miller 
Rhonda L. Ga>'nier 


AGINS, SIEGEL & BERNSTEIN, LLP 


Aitome\'5-at-Ldvv 

;uj MADISON 

\EN' ^ORK NLU \-OI<K KiiT 
rA\i2i.'..v. 


Solomon J. Frccc 
Kalmon D 
Charles M Neu 
Co 

Auuusl 14. 1996 


CEIITIFIED MAIL - 
RETURN’ RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Hon William Jefl'erson Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
Washington D C 2000n 

Rc: Hermes Enterprises. Ltd. \. The Democratic National Committee 

Dear President Clinton 

Enclosed are copies of my letter lo The Demociatic National Committee, dated May ' i , 
1996 and July 2. 199c\ on beiiaif of Hermes Ernei prises. Ltd . 64! Fifth Avenue, Neu ^'ork, New 
^■o^k 10022 

Inciediolv neither mv client nor I .have -eccr.ed any response ano wc must turn to you for 


Mr Fowler had agreed with m> client ih:it he would provide twti video tapes featuring 
addresses bv you for presentation to the Greek-Amencan community here in New >'ork, one for 

Neither of those tapes were supplied, although the requested comnbuiion oi SSO.OOO was made 
10 the "D N C ' by check dated December 23 . ! 995 


I 'nfonunaiely, .therefore we had no alierr.aiive but u> request a r’clutid of ihai amouni 


flic D N ( s (allure to respond leaver us no alternative but to advise voii that, unless this 
matter is fcsoi\eci wttlun ten ( 10) days oi the i jtt ot this lettei. we must cpinnience an action u> 
'C->.uic the relund due to tHermes EmcrDiises ,.iu 


\5 e .vnccrcU iiope ib'> w'li no: be iie.L-."..'-f . 



EOF 05587 




WEDNESDAY 
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JTcHEDULE for national chair DONALD L. FOWLER 
DATE: WEDNESDAY, JULY U, 19»S 
DRAFT: FINAL 


WASHINGTON, DC 

Schedule Contact: 

Catherine York 


202/863-8038 (OfBoe) 


703/553-3966 (Home) 


130-5662 (SKYGRAM) 

Drivers (DO: 

Nick Cfaclia 


202/863-8121 


202/543-6518 


135-2012 (SKYGRAM) 


g'JOan LIVE INTERVIEW w/ Bill Mutt, The Bill Mazer Show’, WEVD, 
New York. NY 
Home of Chiiitiun Fowler 

Conoct; Amie Mazer 

212/477-SS72, HOTLINE 
212/671-1150. HOTLINE 

NOTE: -DLF should call BUI Mazur at the above hotline number<s). 

-15 minute interview is live, no call-ins. 

-Interview ia re: GOP Wanted Poster. 

-Bill Mazer is supportive of FOTUS and wants to be a vehicle for 
the Democratic messife on an on-{Oin| basij. 


9:20ara DEPART Home 

EN ROUTE Rayburn House Office Building 


nniiiBiiiniii 
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WEDNESDAY, JDEY U. 1S95 
PAGEJ 


9:30im ASRIVE for MEETING w/ Vie Coalition (Blue Dog Oemocrus) 
Raybum Home Ofiioe Building 
Room 2444 


Contact: 


. Coodit/Mike Deyton 


INFORMAL PROGRAM: 9:30am -Coog. Oaiy Coodit deliven brief 

opening lenuiks and intros. General 
Oiair Dodd. 

-Coog. Coodit intros. DLF. DIP 
deliven remarlcs and opens 
QdcA/discussion. 


NOTE: -See attached briefing and list of attendees. 

-Approx. 22 to attend. 

I0:S0am DEPART Raybum House Office Building 
EN ROUTE DNC 


lUOOarn 


ARRIVE for P 
America's Fund 
Chairman's Office 


Lvate^^eettnc 


w/ Michael Brown, PoUbcal Director. 


Contact: Minyon Moore x7l 12 

TO ATTEND: -Minyon Moon 

NOTE: See attachment. 


11:50am DEPART DNC 

EN ROUTE National Democratic Club 



DNC 3025395 
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Wednesday, july u, 1995 
PAGE 3 


12:00pm ASRIVE for LUNCE w/ Soott Piitrick, Bobby Witioa, ImMHAer and Richinl 

SuUivtii 

Nitioiul Democntie Club 
30 Ivy Street, SE 
Waihiiiftoa, DC 
202/543-2033 


Coaiaet: 

NOTE: 


Ceihiuine York z8038 


Reservadaoi for 



FOWLER. 


1 :30pm DEPART NttioDel Democntie Qub 

EN ROUTE DNC 


l:3Spm OmCE BLOCK 
Chainnifl's Office 

Contact: Ceandra Scott <8122 



2;30pi7i OmCE BLOCK 
Chairman's Office 


Contact Ceandra Scoo agl22 




DNt: 3025396 


/ "S 


WEDNESDAY, JULY U, 1995 

4/; <, 0 ^ 7 .^ SohSc,^.r<^ 

5:30pm 


i> 


MEETING w/ ROCKY 
Chainnan's Office 




Chairman's Office 


Contact: 


Trip King 


6:20pm DEPART DNC 

EN ROUTE The Hay Adams Hotel 


iiiili3illliBHillI DNC 3025397 
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^•ED>'ESDAY. JULY U, 1S9S 
PACE 5 


6:40pin ARRIVE for DGA Govcnion* Schea Dinner 
The Hiy Aduni Hotel 
John Biy Room 

too 16lb Street, NW (16th and B Stieeu, NW) 
Washinitoo, DC 
202 / 63^6600 
CLOSES PRESS 


Cootact: Cuoline Cunningham iSMi 


PROGRAM: 6:30pm 
7:00pm 


7:4Spm 

7:50pffl 

7:3Spffl 

S:0(^ 

8:30pm 


■Coeloail leocptioo. 

-MarkWeioer, DGATreanira, deliven welcoming 
remaiio. 

-Dinner ia nerved. 

-Mark Weiner inoot. Cong. Steny Hoyet. 
-Cong. Boyer delivera lemarfcj and introi. DLP. 
-DLF ddhm lemarla and intioa. OovemarCaipm. 
-Gov. Ctiper deliven mnaila and openadiacuaAo. 
-Dinner e^. 


NOTE: See attachment. 


8:30pm DEIP ART The Hay Adami Hotel 

EN ROUTE Home 


RON WASHINGTON, DC 
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memorandum for chairman fowler 


Fr: David Mercer 

Dt: October 10. 1995 

Re: Ray McClendon Meeting 

cc: Richard Sullivan and ^tberine York 

This is a summary briefing in preparatton for your meeting with Ray McClendon, a partner in 
the minority investment banking firm of Pryor. McClendon St Counts. The partners of the fum 
are all DBC members and active supporters of Ctintoo/Gore and the Democratic National 
Committee. 

The purpose of the meeting is to discuss a coocem in the African American business community 
that the adminisiratioo's commitment to the ensuring opportunities for African American 
businessmen and women. A case in point is tltt recent attempt of all the major African^ 
American investment baiUdng firms to participate in the Energy Department's privatization 
project of the U.S. Eortchmeot Corporation. Many of the firms, iociuding Pryor McClendon 
& Counts have expressed frustration that not one minority firm was invited to take pan in oral 
presentations. More discoocening is the sense that there was no one in the process or m the 
position to address this issue. 

While Che focus of McClendon's discussion is on this U.S. E.C. case, there are others instances 
that are generatmg equal concern. It seems that the Adarand v Pena case is leading to revision 
of policies governing Affirmative Action. For instance, the Department of Defense has revised, 
according to Mel Clark, it's policies in handling small businesses. These instances appear to 
be occurring in a political vacuum and without regard to the Presideot's remarks of ‘mend it not 
end It* in his recent speech on Afftrmauve Action. 

You want to convey to McClendon your commitment tt> ensuring their participation and access 
to opportunities, in addickm, to communicating the cotx;em within the administration. You 
might inform that you'll propose to the administration that they appoint someone withm the 
White House to address and review these issues. 

If you need additional information, please call me at exi. 7105. I've also attached Ray 
McClendon s bio for your review. Thanks for your attention. 



DNC 3021859 
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MEMORANDUM 


To: Chairman Fowler 

cc: Richard Sullivan 

Katherine York 

Fr: David Mercer 

Dt: September 25, 1995 

Re: Meeting with Ray McClendon and Malcolm Pryor 


Ttiu is to request a meeting with Ray McClendon and Malcolm Pryor, partners in the leading 
minority investment banking firm of Pryor, McClendon and Counts. Ray approached you about 
this during the VP luncheon on Friday, September 22. 


They are both very su{^>orTive as DBG members both in contributions and raising money. They 
have also been involved in the re-election most recently in Philadelphia. They are interested in 
discussing their efforts to work with th e administration Once a decision has been made on 
when CO schedule a meeting (sometime tn the near future). I will provide a briefmg and talking 
points. In the meantime, please find attached a bio on Ray and a company profile. Thanks for 
your s 



^ ‘lOJt 

VM t'Pt? CO^ fly 







Ltrv-^ 

W fly ^ 6 ws Pe 

^ or i ^ 
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fUYMONO 4. McClendon 
BIOORAPHY 

Raymond J MeCtanien ti Vtoe Chairman artd Chief Opentino Offiev of Pryor. McClendon. Counu & 
Co.. Inc. (PMC), the laroest mlnonty-ownad and eontroHed invostmant banung firm in the Unitad States. 
PMC provides a hili range of financial aervleea indudino: munidpal and corporate finanemg, fixed income 
and equity tradho. financial edviaing. and funds managemem/inveatmem counseling, in his capacities as 
Vice Chainnen and C hief Operating Officer. Mr. McClendon has corporate-wide responsibUlUes. 

Mr. McClendon is thu Immediate Paet Cheirman of the National Association of Sacurltlas Professionals 
(NASP). hiving prsviMJtly served es neOonei Trasswar end first Prasdsnt of (he Attenta Chaptar. NA5P 
IS me only trade association for mmortias and woman in me secudHea induitry. its goal is to promote 
profeulonsl exgallen:e and equal opportuABaa for minortlaa and woman m tha seeurlttas prafasaions. 

Mr. McClendon was fbrmeny tha Praaidanl and Chlaf executive Officer of RJ. McClendon Capiiil 
Corporation untt the merger of that firm «dth Pryor. Goven. Counts ft Co.. Inc., in January of 1990 
Prevlouaiy. Mr. McClendon wu Vice Pra a id er M for MutkPernty AcitvMaa of the Federal National 
Mortgaga AsaocMon (Fannta Mas) whara ha was raaporuMo for Fannie Mao's 95 bl&oa FHA*inaured 
proiaot loan porttotte. a S2.9 bWon convanttcnal muB-fainly poitMto and ma eaeufttution of 92 bOion in 
pr^acti undar Fannie Maa'a tax-eidMnpt (Muni Mat} program. AddBonaly. ha oroatad and implainentad 
Fannie Maa'a Pubfie 'Inanea Oapartmant sdiion was rosponaUa for products to moat tha neads of atata 
and local govemmant houamg ehalangas. SuccaatfUl inUallraa includad tha 92 bOon Muni Maa 
program, tha 9900 mtton singla farmy tax^axampt program, tha 9100 nMon Mestar Commbmont to tha 
National AaaocfaOon of Raal Catata Brokets (NAR^ and the 929 mWon Master Commimont to the 
Neighborhood Houairg Servioea of Amenea (WBA). 

Prior to joining Fannls Maa, Mr. McClendon heeded me Urten Reeldendal Finenee Authority (URFA) of 
the City of Atlanta. Mr. McClendon was instrumental in daveloping state legislation to create URFA and 
was suceeaafui in IssuinQ over 950 million in single (amfiy and mut^famiiy bonds. 

Concurrsm to ntanaging URFA. Mr. MeClandon wu Direelor of Rnandei Analysis and AudUng for the 
City of Atisrru. His nisponsMWos biduded in>raitmem mansgemsm. revenue forecasting, stniciuring an 
ety bond itauea and managing the waterfsewer and airpoit budgets. He was also instnjmentai in 
developing the invaatment and deta atrategiea for Htftsfietd Atlanta international Airport and othar major 
revenue bond Issues. 

Prior to auummg tha Directorship, Mr. McClendon wee Atlanta's Chief investment Dfficer. managing the 
City's 9900 miilon investmerh portfolio. He set overalJ inveatmem stnnegy and managed day-to-dey 
trading aorvty artd operations. 

Mr McClendon holds a MBA degree from Oeorgia state UnNerilty and i Bachelor of Aria degree from 
Morerwuse Colege. He la a member of the Board of OSreeiore of the National Aaeociation of Securftiea 
Profeuionaii. the Atlanta Urtian League. 100 Black Men of Atlanta, inc.. tha Auanta Business League. 
Capfioi City Bank and Truat Company, and the Southern Educattori Foundation, and a National Trustee 
of the Boys and Girls CKjba of Amenea His former Board membervhipe include the Federal Home Loan 
Mortgaga Ajsoeiatior (Preddia Mac). Mutual Pederei Savtnga and Loan Association of Atiama. Attanta 
Commnee for the Ohnipic Gemea (ACOQ), the Atiama Economie Oeveiopmem Corporation. Zoo Aflanta 
and, the Allama BaNm. He aiao eerved aa Vloa Chairmen of tha 1091-92 Morehouee C oBege Captai 
Campaign. 

Ur MoClendon b tid'emely ecbve in the Atlanta oommunly. He e • member of the Finance Comminee 
of Warren Unled Met'odiat Church, Kappa Alpha Pai Fraternity, and • 33' Mason, Prince Hall AfflBation. 

Mr. MoClendon is mirried to Rytand Needom McClendon and la tha proud father of four children • 
Jasmine. Canton. Rytind Miohette and Rsynt. 


IIMiiiiliiiiniifi DNC 3021861 
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To; Bruce Lindsey, Assistant to the President 

Fr: Don Fowler. Chair, Democratic National Coouniitee 

Dt: Monday. October 16. 1995 

Re: Indian tribal leadership concerns 

In the past two months. I have hosted several meetings for Indian tribal leaders from across the 
country, many of whom are members in the National Congress for the American Indian (NCAI) 
and the National Indian Gaming Association (NIGA). the primary lobbying arm for Indian tribes. 
The following three bills in their current form would adversely affect Indian "tribal sovereignty’ 
and are the highest priority concerns to Indian tribes. 

* Part VI of the Revenue Reconciliation bill which is being marked up in the Senate Finance 
Committee this week. Part VI is the priority concern to gaming and non-gaming Indian tribes. 

* The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) cuts in the interior Appropriations bill. 

* The Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) amendments. 

* Part VI of the Revenue Reconciliation bill- 

This budget bill tax provision would tax Indian gaming revenue by 34 percent. Tribal leaders 
believe this tax would undermine the very definition of ‘tribal government* as it would violate' 
the tribes treaty protected right to self-government and the U.S. government's responsibility to 
Indian tribes. No proposal has ever been made to impose a federal income tax on state or other 
governments which conduct gaming activities to raise money to carry out governmental services. 
Because the vast majority of gaming revenue is spent directly on tribal services including 
education, bousing and health, Indian gaming is considered integral to Indian tribal government 
self-sufficiency and self-determination. 

While there is bipartisan suppon in the Senate Finance Committee (Senator Dole also opposes 
the tax) opposing the tax provision, and Interior and Treasury Departments have opposed the 
tax. tribes have asked the White House to anicuiatt a direct position against the tax. Many 
tribal leaders see this as the best opportunity for the President to demoostxate bis commitment 
to tribal sovereignty. 

* Interior Appropriations (BIA and TPA) cuts- 

Indian tribes seek significant restoration of BIA hmdmg cuts which were 16 percent below 1995 
funding and 23 percent below the President’s FY96 request. These cuts included a 35 percent 
reduction in Tribal Priority Allocation (TPA) ^inds. the most highly prized funds as they directly 
aid tribal education, child care, law enforcement and other necessary services. 

* IGRA amendments- 

Both Senate (S.487) and House (H.R.15I2) amendments would increase regulatory burdens on 
gaming tribes and undermine current IGRA provisioo which force states to enter into compact 
agreements with Indian tribes. H.R.1512 is more antagonistic to Indian tribes than S.487. 

Enc: Correspoadence from Indian tribes which pertain to issues of concern listed above. 
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TUESDAY, AMUL 23, 1»M 
PAGES 


OFnCX BLOCK 
Chiinnui'i Office 

Contact: NickCaggiaxgI22 

DEPART DNC 

EN ROUTE Mayor Marion Bany'i Office 


ARRIVE for MEETING with Mayor Marion Barry 
441 4th Street. NW 
Suite 1100 
Washiiigton, DC 

Contact: Laveme Harvey 202/727-6263 

DEPART Mayor Marion Bany'a Office 
EN ROUTE ONC 

ARUn/E foa OmCERtOCIT 
rhainnan'i Offiee 

4 .*^ Sge we P.: 

5 OOpm MEETING with Debra Ddie 

Chairman'a Office 

Contact: Chona312/336-Slt4 

S:30pni MEETING with B.I.Thomberry 
Chatrman'a Office 

Contact: Marie Long xtl2t 

6:00p« OFFICE BLOCK 

Chairman'a Office 

Contact: Nkk Caggia x8 122 

6 25pm DEPART DNC 

EN ROUTE National Democratic Club 


2:30pm 


J?4ipm 
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i EXHIBIT 

j QH-IS 




590 


Memorandum 


DATE; 

TO; 

FROM: 

RE: 

CC: 


Mvch IS, 1995 
Chairman Fowler 


David Mercer'^ 

Briefing for O'Connor/Kitto I 
Sullivan, Wakam ar>d Swillar 


Pat O'Connor, a Minrteapolis ONC Trustee, requested a meeting with you to 
introduce Larry Kitto, a BLF mamt>ar and lobbyist for several Miimesota Indian 
tribes. The meeting, scheduled for 3:00 pm today, is preceded by a meeting 
they are having with Tom Collier. Interior's Chief of Staff Below is a 
badrgrourrd briefing on the participants and their issues 

PartIcIpanta 

Pat O'Connor-hosted recent Chairman's brunch in Minneapolis. '93 ONC 
Truslea,.tQday is his 75th Birthday, ha and his wife. Evie served as Clinton/Gore 
'92 Minnesota finance chairs, partner. O'Connor & Hannan; represents American 
Indian interests. 

Larry Kitto-President. MPA Consultants, member. Sioux Tribe: Harvard 
graduate: American Indian lobbyist; recently (Oined the firm of O'Connor & 
Hannan: BLF member; executive with Little Six. IrK. an American Indian gaming 
company. 

laauea 

O'Connor wanted to introduce Kitto to you since he was unable to attend the 
Minneapolis brunch. Kitto is supportive of the DNC and O'Connor believes we 
can raise his level of participation The meeting helps to reinforce Kitto's 
relationship with the DNC and by extension our relationship with the American 
Indiarts in Minrtesota. 

O'Connor and Kitto are meeting with Tom Collier to represent the concerns of 
several Minrtesota tribes about a neighboring Wisconsin dog track that might be 
converted into a casino. Apparently several Wisconsin tribes, led by the St 
Croix, have submitted a bid on the track attd are seeking to establish 'land in 
trusr with the Department of Interior According to O'Connor and Kitto. this 
would lead to direct competition to Minnesota gaming operations-Little Six and 
Treasure Island casinos-and bring economic hardship lo Minnesota tribes. 
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SI EPTOE & JOTNSON up 

joranvnaum 


iwp MNAMWMMAOUIM 
nuMWMaWMm 
i>«KMUi W« MMIM 



npronipnomimiui*.** 
MPUtfi M HOMeN^ aunu 
THfHOMr«l1*T«IOOMI IMC . 
wAOtMHSi ww-nwtm m t 


KixoMaiDtm 


June i, 1)96 


TOi Oratehen LaraeK 

ntoMi Tea Collie/)/ 

' RZi >«• SheXopae Haatin9> 2i30 p.B.> June 4 


Tea raquaeted InTormatlon on our aaetlng at lilO pa 
with Chalnun rowlar and ixacuclva Dlractor Thombariy. 


1. Attandeaa am all mpraaantatlvaa of the Shekopea 
Mdewakenton aioux (Dakota) Coasunlty and include the Tollowlnq 
(blopraphlea ace attached)) 

ttanlay Creokai Tribal Chalraen 

elynn Croekai Tribal vica-Cheltaan 

auaen Totenhagani Tribal Saemtary-Ttaaaurar 

Kurt aluaoog) Tribal Canaral Couneal 

Tea Collier) outalda Counaal/ tteptoa 4 Johnaen 
(rocBor) ChlaT oT ataTT> Secretary Bruce Babbitt) 

2. The Shakopaaa are a relatively laall tribe located 
juit south of Hlnnaapolle> Mlnneeota. They own and run ona of 
the Boat financially succeasful Casinos In Aaerlcs. 


2 EXHIBIT 

I 
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MVIM OOVl** J _ 

cajiuimi AAiaui 

j 

ewsMsiuM r JufVf** I 

MKH* » COQKtr 


OovsB, Stbtsow flk Wlui****. P.C. 

AfT» m« w *• i 

••01 ®*o 0»< W •••»■’*••' 


MUCfilAMBUl 


oluli SnlA Md Jody DoAdqf J 

iclvia Oowor iod Q m SM ttM _i 
I >5l0O> b*S‘ Coo.a^-3^ 

mUim wU lirfha DmoeiUie AoMil*^ 


ulvcii <4^ AVa^ 

i£i_i!:£^3? ■' ■' 


'np mcMO k to briif yo« Ibr tko upeoalBj iDoctlai* «ilh b^M D ep tocn tfte 
•ctMMi. l 0 |c^enl.^faitaa AoolddowcUwWlttetfftM b 199^ Hli peribnuace on lodlto 
pollqf hm Aot tnaUft but ifio mnai vt loo < Mipikotod to fO bto to toil mctooi 

I 

SufSeolitoHgiltlutyoacnnoiwtobyrelytogdhtbetapMidocioflfidlADeottttiy. Yoobhi 
I futcod compel too Repoblletiu. Kom of too Rep MIeoo condhtotoe hwo eiy tpeetot 
roppoit with Ib|h«a eouatiyi ittoouifi PfcO OruBoi li tiytog to oie Jobs MeQito to raQy lotoio 
nippoit. lo out* Jodgmeol* that nfl OM woto If jom begto otnpcitog Ibc too Indtoo vote oow. 
[you amr oof l^nni TTf anmitty^Hn— — •■ IT^ mtH unwip.^ Aiyt 


eoilMnoxl^ 


Ibr too I Adtoft ^loto oow. 


VyootriDcoeqwieoonmrtlyiBd 

•5fM»v.v- 


PaljoutotMOifcoepedllew ii w rion e, but flmwbr rn i to i l you toil tribol l ead en 
•repolftidua. Hey hovu to ran Ibr dtoirofilBei to soefeMi.aadtociraccloof«fll reflect «toto 
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ib «7 talkve (• b« te (kdr bat poliUeil iAtercM. ^It* Houm*i nosat operfeoee witk 
NmjoPmld atHalaliaclevcumpte. Hal* k»d bcea lU t6 o^cct to m PretMcai Olniea; 
be did lOl, be did the nol bett thin| In terau of {hla polltkal oedMUbr at hooae: be 


•oecked the 


Myet PreaMeot 


r. 'l, pent- ^ 

sot Hale^raa ber^ tiiu ibe Hoom u tboii|h 






BO more tbaajinyottier tribal leader. WbOethlimapbef Deproioeol»iDicadedtodkowalltbe 
tribei that tb y are equal tai the Prea(dcat*i It la potMcaOy Iboli*. You cere abeul 
Cblifonila mo t Ibaa you do Yl^fomls^ aad you Aould ea re laure about Navajo more tbaa you 
do vnaScr trl wa. P<Aow1d| are aome other polaia 

•'*^1 gfatmi hM mitd eccomolhhmeB ■ ta Indian petlw end they ihpoM bo 
aiU^ll^EB^|4oreo«er. compare aintoa*aperformaaee to dut of the RquibllcaB Oonime. Ada 
Peer d id ao r^ceady In a eidl«recel¥ed yeech to tbc Nac Doal Oonpeaaof Aflwrieaa todlaea. 

^4- Youarefl|btlii|apeiccpdoathatyour odtumppoitet* are Heated no better 

than your XBd|aa eaemlea. Aa a matter of potlqraodprou Both bpropo' (bat each tribal leader 
be |Neo equa| eoarideratloa, Wbca It eoaiea poUtloa, the t|h, vou Aontd ettbraae wer ftfaoda 




and keq> youjr edvenariee at a dittapce. Your 1992 aup locttfi have yet to be ritt|led out fer 
^edal atteotjoa by the Preaidetti or anyone elae. Mocoowh, the While Houae tuff dcalfagvriib 
to have no grip on the fact that aome IfidlM (did not help you la 1992 aad «0 not 
White Houae iboaid honor hi aome way yc a ^fadUn «acertew frnp lOO? n an 


^edal attentjott 
Indiana aeemf to 
lal99d. Thclwi 
event to whkn gj 


event to ivhk|i gpj^ your aupporien ara hnfted. I 

li Thamlialo(ofnnn 9 lBlfldlaBooujito,aiidatoiefllhaa|OMlo(beDNC 
and other D aoentfc enuaea In the laii decade. Homier, the DNC haa ipcni aonc of ^ 
money camp ^Bbig hi Indian counuy. Therelbre, thnfirjbM^teatJttA nn a PACn nd (beecl 
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✓ 

A 


monqr into tb i PAC to nia a campilp io ladlaa aouBtnr. You muM not be threatmcd ar 
roentful abou : thia. WhOc thqr do wtlK to aead a mcw^ partfcuUrijr to tho DKQ thqr wOl 
still contfftwti both to the can^aiin tod to the PNC Moreover, ladtase eao eempe^a oa 
lodiu reserva ions better tbtt yon can. aod tf they hm miM to camfMiiiri wlth» we belkve they 


m : : 

wonden to hi /c the President or the Vloo-PreaMent atten I a mi^or Xatfin Cow Fair la 
Montana, (be ‘Javi^Netloa Phfr la S^amber. and ^N< rtbemHav^|oNatloa Pair la October 
an draw tens )f thousands of Eodiani, and todlani alt w r^ oouatiy wO lake note that the 
Prejideot tbo( ^t It wofthwhOe to |0 to an ladtaa reservi Ik^ This doca you ntora {ood than 
any White Ho ue aKetlag with the trft»al leaden ever win. thS^TeaiMftdaiee wffl ha . 

overwhelned ahh reyeata hiiwa, wly not fd to a fcacr adoa Ihli year oo a caoipal^ awto^T^ 
We believe th d the KaviiJo Nadoa Fair it the beat ptaoe t • |o^ but itvco that you hava urtetod 
Montana, Ore w Pair it a solid eholoe as wefl. (If you do cad CUntoo or Oore to a reaemdoa 
other than Na njo, be <**<■*»> that HQIafy Qlaton goea to > ava^ the Navt^ wQI not taka klad^ 
to a perceftklo that another tribe Is more laportaat thaa th^r are.) 

dj We need help whh state panlea. New dedoo ia tba only state party that haa 


i tftbea appropriately, and cveo haia we nave | 


B aa Chairman. Shnplypul^lhajtitft 


luppoft Peryape aD dit PNC lad the caapaign can do a snoourage the state parties to weik 
with the trlbeL but evea dial would be welcome. PfauSy. fthc state paithafU! to icsposOt sad 
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mo» of tfMB ra Ml to re«poo4, tlM DNC «ad the ceiB] 

10 isvohrq IndlftM. 

Wetiw AiBorteafta tof qteioa^Ooft (oiid/or Ite 


iBpe pi 


auK mohc ipeclel cOoils of tbdr 


ftftiUHy. pfptfibhr te D.C. Mid a meto Tnd^n < 


adbOh^ Send your top people a Acee 


t it your IndiM lupportea Kka At oqicfl aiewt poUUelaaa thqr •re.^HTHraC . 

Noflooil Indiea Oantu A a e c letl o o com adbbfeMBw^eooaAiifHtX'^^^E^;^ 


(occuop end 
opportunity ii 

IV NIOA tiibee ere poUctcel powcti end niut te ootjited. (Ilw IMreclor of NIOA le e^]^^ 
RefuMicueiildieenepedlyfefinlnpeolndtanRepobUeuofAC) llioDNCncIVibeeeapeJin 
diould heve e 


[epneenceathleCooueatloaendMvcr lodwnbetwoMiiKiwandKovcBaer» 

199^ thk i| not e huf* ooflunltmcat; there ero mej^ ibi owctl^ b ot i mo aow Md the 
eteeUon. At eUiy ofie» yon dioald hm people there a br efyounuppofteiteodgetthdrinpul 
on the eeapaifa 

Shore i>ourM raopteewM»ue ayouee|iidwhhofly other hoy H>pemA|h 
^ertl^efryiBcd e mcetint la Little Roeh bJLeua y r-* tfT 

c emoelen *«<i u pmilurtil htminifnii r*****'«**^*plte Lot cuoferred with ua r^>iler)y 
endfonoired6urndvloe. llMreiultioftbeieitmpleendoMouacoaiuttationee 
perception th^ for the flrit Uae ever, a Prcoldentiel ceotBdete ennd iA«l Indluio lboo|ht; ihli 
fettItedI&etJavcniHhelfflln(w(alVaiatoooefe»crvetioiuihiDa|dK>utibecountiy. Whealhe 
^ |^iifflecoma(i|ircfyaolntcrthMthlifei]]|Musof|»abeelDec«tn(bctii«catri>eliiippoftenand 
your ce mp ey We ooeM eaoQy briof In 200 peoUe devoted Ut the re-otoedoa of the 
' PraMcat Tjai would be e food ttaae for the evem fbt|yoor fodba wpportca a the Wbho 
Home. too. 


L\ 


FAQ win meat 
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^ }you tnoM bm a piJd l&dtM luflW at bocb At ouapalp amt « the DNC)^ 

Tbc tribes hi r# povied buBdiedi of tboussAdi of doll tra into tbo M 4 C aed Dsmocrsiie 
csi^si|niiot tolaaifiiMiryetf^aiKtwshsvejnclosoeMiI tdMdnlfsriM«Hhomweeaaworfc.^^*«'****^ 
If jrou would ( 0 It now, mher tbsa tai Aaguai of not jpeac Jl wB look ams Uks tho product of 
IcBulnc latere tb Native Amcriesoaaad less HksMappoi emeatofatieowIhuBCji. Maajr tribes | 


fNemopey ifl 
a rislit njtfSQfl t 


if thqr kaew k mould be apoM 00 as & 


saiaffer. Butplsaasb make sure you 


M evety atop CUntos and Oors atahs U the ladlas eeuatiy atsic^ |ou abould 


be cure that Indlaa aupponen are tnduded. Wscasi 


Id fact, 00 Fr sldeot 
leaders after i M Pro 
ImprovemcAL 

[T- 4 

I fflnpinf for p 
V ^ Thera ara corjireatloi 
\r ; ’eaonnoualy tti Ocaw 


^ ^ slwBjni ham bcca pood about this 
leot haa ever bees betttr, sod we hcMii may poakhw aoouscota kom tribal 
PresMeot*! reeeat vlalt to BQ]b||^ Mor tanik But bars k idw«^ room for 


1(|. Bvayooe la your iftould kno 


V ^ Thera era corjireaakmal dtatrlcts ttifou|hout the wot 
* ;y^^eaormoualy t(i Ocaweritle vletortes.^Moceover, the trib s cso be mtfof OoMaeU pityen Is 
Callforals, M SflcsoOk WIsooMki, Florid^ New Metdot » sad WadihBta^ We wDl hsvs 
coordlnatocflialleftheaeostcabasdtbqraeedtobebitlcloop. IfyourcsmpslinataffiBrisfe 
msde swsra fl ' bi kapenaftei of tbs lodlsa sots sad IiK las owoqr b the Ficddeas. tlMy are 


i toUd lodlaa Uocs eso eootrbuts 


more l&dy waaako sfVNta to IbvoI«s ImBsss 


wmcMtth^ Whie we know soeedoully that there are dMiMa hi Wathlsftos, CallfonilBi, asd 
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ArittMA wbcrJ ladtaaa eu Mp lo umeat Kcpubtlcu to^beaifc wc ooed ■ wore ifcoroydi 
uBdefaMdlnt‘oflbedl«ricttiwifct»e*MM<Mi y *iifc«l|ifcr fa ■ yttt when jrogi b« nmAfag 
i^nii ■ Repiifalcu CoB||ciA the Indtea kM bu be caerfhed vmuuI ooofreiifaBal non m 
iwell M the Pit^facatlal. indeed. « eeatral dcaest of our b ae talk lovd and loa$ ebool 

what the RaptjMI can i are dohg «» ladfae prograoM.) 

I 

Jjljfa *midnf If Mt BirT ^ ibai the jiiiihM_^mjii^ 


devete fceoailee lo voter i^fatrethiii, wc bctkve that li ilaa eowmy ly be fae ofaepdoe.^^g'^ 


While (be iun|euti tor Datooeraa oo die Mew Itafao an i Montane feaeivationa waa graal fa 
1992 eed goo^ to 1994, weelatiiiloe rwaatoi rdartvato tow 


win vote ovenpdfflfa^ Democrat. 

Above an, raowfflbar dtai latfaae are 
ataioo to I9$b and wim le do an agate, thii tliaa ihcgr 
ootr a thde, up bdletfe, Hm niaitody mteor tovrannrnta 
memo win aocjire thia part ofyour baae, and yoa ibuuld d t 
ao Aod year, ^e eartv nffl hi* Tg tfw iffta 


up or, better ^ to wame thne and eact 0 os a futfle tik rt 
become ballgri If not hoatlM Thera to no good reaaen K 
eampalgB. la llaea are todiaed to vote Cor Pamocrat^ 
record to outi ifae a^ of the RqMhtlcaa eaadidattn 


IfaracBDimthcaar^fateie^tbi^ 

iMsomd '•r'i . ' ' 


ofyoarbaaevoaw They lofpoilad 
Wn need a Utile aaeoer^tmeewbei 
jof thne and money deoaftad to thto 
h htt to that you deni have to do 
^eavfag the Itept iWV a n t ei thci lo ghn 
tf naglactedl thoujh, Indtoea can 




tee Picaldeni haa a good »oe^ 
tndton eonntiy to ynoie to win. 


■Huminni 
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DUCHEHCAUX TAYtX>R At ASSOCIATES 
909 nA99Acnu9em Avenue, nz. 

riAMUfl flwranCAtw WASninOTOn. D.C. 90003 fct.CMOAe.<Mli 1*4.013 

rtrc* A TAftAA f*j|; 1303) 334.M10 

cjMCMinK oucmnCAws. CAKvnvc umaftm 


July 27. 1995 


Nr. David L. Moroar 
Oaaoeratle National Coaailttaa 
430 s. Capitol Stroat. a. i. 

Naahlngton, o. c. aoool 

Doar Davai 

I want to thank you for your card regarding tha daelaion of 
Sacratary Babbitt on tha propoaad land acqulaltlon of tha Hudson 
Dog Traok for Indian gaaing purpoaes. Tha Hinnaaota Trlbas ara 
vary grataful to you and tha dialnun for your aasistanea in 
advising tha Prasldant and tha sacratary on this aattor. 1 do want 
you to know that tha trlbas ara baart-alck at tha nacasslty of 
having to opposa tha aspiration of othar Indian trlbas to achievs 
aconoale aalf-suff ielanoy. 

In your card, you graciously offar to assiat on othar urgent 
Indian aattara. Nhila tha Clinton Adalniatration haa, indeed, 
taken vary poaitlva poaltlons on tha ganaral area of Indian 
affairs, this ia soaa concam aaong the tribes about tha actual 
coBBitaant of tha AdBinlstratlon to those public asaurancas. i 
would Ilka to suggest an no-losa action that tha white House could 
taka in tha next day or two which would caaant tha support of tha 
trlbas to tha kdalniatratlon. 

Senator Slade dorton, Chalnaan of the Senate Appropriations 
Subconittee on Interior t Ralatad Agendas and a long-tiaa Indian 
fighter, recently declared war on Indian tribes in his aarkup of 
the rv 1995 appropriation for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. I aa 
enclosing a copy of a aeao we have dona for our clients in this 
roepact. 

I understand that tha Adainistratlon aay consider a veto 
threat on this bill because of non-indlan related Batter in both 
tha House and Senate aarks. if that is true, it would not take 
Buch Bora for the White Bouse to take a strong position against the 
attaok against Indian people taken in tha Senate Subconnittee 
aarkup. 



liiniiiiiiiiii DNC 3245606 



599 


memorandum 

To: Jo* Sudlcr 

Pn DovidMcrar 

DC JtBttAiy 5. 1994 

Rk Ia>Ciad CoodbubOM 

Tb* IbUowiaf ii tb« UtMl ftimnify of ia^kiad eoatribubow imivad fpr Decanber 4th Califbnut 
Aa * flHtfki <boM eoatribatioai ttut yoa ihould ilnidy havo oa fUa. I atao luc teae otbar 
eoBtfibadoof for which rsfathariafiMparitiodthti wan aada to covarourhotaJaxpeoaw. Sbouldyoa 
hav* aay quactioac. plaaM eoatact ma at tat. 7|(tf. 


Deaar 

Eip«aa llaai 

AaeaBik 

David Bfaad 

ltao« 

$1. (71.99 


Tnval 

Si. m.00 


SabToty 


WahatarOuillafy 

Ciflalar Phoaaa/Aiftiaa 

S5.000.00 

(Fumara/lUviaica Ptodiag) 

BUlShKk 

Aateaobil* 

15,905.94 

Stava ItqiaB 

2 AmnmabUm 

S4.095.00 

Joha Haaaf 

Botal 

S6.50D.0O 

(Awiitmf papar wotfc) 

UdufdBaitch 

Kolat 

t2.500.00 

(ATvaiiiaf papent^tk) 

Marsaiat ^^uoa 

«Rb*ai 

t2.00D.0O 

MaiLaviaa 

OAoa Spaet 

S2.92l.9d 

Iloa VnUmai 

Betd 

tl.000.00 

BavariyRilloa 

taaaa 

t5d.OOO.OO 

TottI 


SA5.6«d.59 

Tha IbOowiai war* aot Maaoatad with tha avaoc 


Oooor 

Eiptnaa Itaa 

Aaciaal 

WttUuB Paak* 

*CoaauItia| Faa 

$7,000.00 

Cbycoa McKiadn 

*CoBfalli8f Paa 

Sl.OOO.OO 


: EXHIBIT 

I 
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Appendix A conC'd 


Nea «7 Xaisad for SorricoSf Office Space, Lcdpiap 


Naste 

Purpose 

Solicitot 

Pederal 

Non -Fed 

David Brand 

Hotel 

Mercer 


1,472 




Travel 

Mercer 


1,372 



Richard Bercach 

Hotel 

Mercer 


2. SCO 



John Huang 

Hotel 

Mercer 



$ 

13,000 

Margaret Nixon 

Hotel 

Mercer 


2,000 



Ron volknaa 

Hotel 

Mercer 


1,000 




la 

'kind 1 Raised Subtotal 

1 

• ,S44 

$ 

0 

0 

0 

Xa-kiad •erviees 

aad Igttlpooflt Provided 





Name 

Purpose 

Solicitor 

Pederal 

Non* red 

V. Ouillory 

Cellular 

Mercer 

1 

1,701 



Mel Levine 

Office 

Jacobaoa 

1 

2,422 



Steve Rojas 

Cara 

Mercer /Moore 

1 

4, ess 



•ill Shack 

Car 

Mercer /Moore 

1 

3,104 



Linda Spexber 

Roeoa 

Jacobeoa 

1 

34,000 




Xa-klad Servieea Subtotal 

$ 

4S,I34 





la* kind Total 

$ 

54.t4i 

$ 

13,000 


TotAl Fodotel: Sd.KI 
Total Non^Fedoral: ID. 000 
Total In-Klndi 

Total Xaiaod aad l&*kiOidod KOS.ait 


•lotol/Offica Sapoaeec taearrod lO/O-D/lf/tl 
Oueae Ouaztera (S/}7*l0*</f D $ 2,000 

Itoaai D3 Qiatpoi (lO/O-U/D/tl) I (,12t 

Koo« ‘101 Oiazffoa (10/<*I2/U/D) I 2. Ill 

llooa 711 Chaxpoa (10/l'12/S/93) I 4,17| 

Xooa S2S Oiazgoi (lO/D-ll/D/13 Ouoat Ouaxtaxa) I 2,200 

Koom 342 Chaxfoa (10/4-ll/lS/f3) $ l,ll» 

Rooa 411 Charpoa U0/4*ll/12/92 Guoat (^Mlztexa) i 2,000 

Heteli(Offico C^onao Subtotal I 21, ISO 


*{Hotal waa uaod aa bate of oporationa la ll«u of office apace. Chaxgea* -phones, 
faxing, oreralght, parking aad services such aa the delivery of flovers ete.-- 
ineuzxed over a 3 aoach period were underwritten by la* kind contributions.) 


Per Oieu 

JMiee Appleby (Oet/Hov) I 4(0 

John Ooleetl (Oct/ttov) S 440 

Nancy Jac^aoa (Oet/Nov) I 440 

Kea Levy (Oec/Nov) I 440 

Porter white (Oec/Nov) I 440 

David Mercer (Oct/Nov) $ 440 


Office Staff Per Diems Subtotal I 3.440 


immmiiiiiiniiiiuiiiiiM onc 0292277 
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App«ndlx K cont'd 


Bv«st Cxpaaiat tacurrxd ll/2>'12/S/t3 

Pip* ( Ocapa foe CXA fv«nc S 1.6S0 

Whit* Heuat Xdvanc* Staff Room ( 2.6jS 

Goffoa Rocapeioa (10/€ fivant v/pOTUS) $ 1.28< 

Whlta HouB* Staff Room t 213 

Evant Conaultanc Paaa (10/3S* 12/4/») t 10,000 

evanc Bxpanaa Subtotal $ 15,784 


Total Bxpaoaai $ 38,972 

(Gxpanaaa for CAA avant aueh aa wiaa which wara handlad by tha hosts aithar with 
ln*kinds or puxehasaa.) 


Iliililiiiiliii DNC 0292278 
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THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN 

DEKOCRATTC NATIONAL COMMIT^ 

i^ltlSS^DEN'jL iAL coatee * / * /jfm 

nuti Tuesday, ttaiy 7, 1996 

Location: The While House 

The Map Room 

Time: 9:00 a.m. 

I. PURPOSE 

Hie puipoie of this oofiee is to laise fimds for the Democratic National 
Committee, 

n. BACKGROUND 

TUa srotT has been pulled together by Shelby Bryan. Cbainnan Fowler met 
with Shelby and Stan McLetland in Fcbiuaiy and discussed Shelby's hope of 
getting this group together. They are all new contributors to the DNC. 

nL PARTICIPANTS 

Please see attached list. 

IV. PRESS PLAN 

This event will be dosed to the press. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

• CaU Time. Chairman Fowler arrives and guest will be 
sealed at table br coHee. 

• PROG RAM 

• POTOS anives 

- Chairman Fowler deUvers brief remaris. 

- POTOS deUvers infbraial remaila. 

- Departure after the program. 

VI. REMARKS 



.£OP 02S.249 



Informal 
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1995 has been a good year for ^ Democratic National Committee and for the Clinton 
AdmiflistratiMi. PresUlent Clinton's policies are moving the country in the right diiecdoo. But 
we have some edtieal issues faQ«g us dunng the current debate over budget priorities and the role 
of govenunent Hie President has asked me to invite you and a small group of other peo|de tp 
these matters a nd what art doing about them. Please join us for cotfee at the White 
^House on October 6 at 9.00 

Some^e^^iraU'yoQ'withii^ few days to determine if you can join roe. thank y<Mi. 1 look 
forward to seeing you on October 6. 

Sincerely, 

Donald L. Fowler 

(0/3 At 

C)0€.!> V^exovO 
-ta ^ol V*c. 






Jv- ■ \ 






1 








V 





EOP 035478 


Democratic Partv Headquarters * 430 SouUi Cap'lol Street. S.C. * Wasbiostoo. D.C. 20003 * 20V.6bS.SlRK) * FAX: 302.663.61 < 

Paid h>’ In lUr S'cliaiuii VumiutUrr lotiit Drworfjjfjr Wtlftinfl/ f.nw.'ni.'?-.'. r'-' nu‘ lot iJnlnfUhfr 
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13 March 1996 


MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

THE VICE PRESIDENT 

CC: Leon Fanetta 

Evelyn Llebeman 
Maggie Williams 
Ron Klain 

Doug Sosnik (w/o 

Karen Hancox (w/o 

Chairman Fowler (w/o 

Chairman Dodd (w/o 

Marvin Rosen (w/o 

B.J. Thornberry (w/o 

Scott Pastrick (w/o 

Richard Sullivan (w/o 

Brad Marshall (w/o 

From: Harold Ickes 

Re: DNC financial summary 


Non-Responsivc Material 
Has Been Redacted 


enc. ) 
enc. ) 
enc. ) 
enc. ) 
enc. ) 
enc. ) 
enc. ) 
enc. ) 
enc. ) 


and fundraising plan 


On 13 March the DNC (Chairman Fowler, Marvin Rosen, et a 1 . > 
presented a weekly financial summary of the DNC, dated 13 March 
1996 and a projected fundraising plan for January through October 
1996. 


2. The multi-paged document captioned in the upper right hand 
corner "Revenue and Expense Summary", dated 3/13/96 in my hand 
writing, shows a projected gross revenue from major donors of 
$93.6 million and projected gross revenue from direct mail of $30 
million for a total projected gross revenue ot $123.6 million, of 
which $12.5 million has been raised to date. 

There is a schedule for each month showing each event for the 
month, the total projected gross revenue for each event and for 
each month as follows (in millions): 

January 2.4 (actual) 

February 5.0 (actual) 


EXHIBIT 


CGRC-0039 
Req. Z/3/97 
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March 7 . 4 

April 13.1 

Hay 8 . 0 

June 13 . 7 

July 5.9 

August 7.8 

Septeober 14.1 

October 13.5 

Total 90.7 

We have requested that sose of the Septeabcr and October dates be 
moved into August and July. Marvin Rosen will develop a revised 
schedule . 

3. Fundraising agreements . Also attached is a document 
captioned "Political Fundraising Agreements", dated 3/13/96, 
which show the agreements reached with each state party 
participating in the fundraising events described in the 
document. Some of those state parties will receive some revenues 
from these events that will be specifically designated for the 
state party's share of the coordinated ceuipaign budget for that 
state. Those designated monies will go into a separate account 
which will require two signatures, one of the signatories of 
which will be Brad Marshall or Joe Sandler of the DNC, thereby 
insuring that the coordinated campaign funds will be available 
for those purposes. In some cases, the state parties will 
receive revenues from some of these fundraisers that they can use 
at their discretion. 

4. Direct mail! It is about $1.5 million below projections for 
the year to date. But according to Chairman Fowler, Hal Halchow 
is confident the $30 million gross for calendar 1996 will be met. 


CGRD-OOAO 
Req. 2/3/97 
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Dcinticnik Nttioiiai Comminec 
Financist Summjn' 
oi/i3m 


*^1 


Year to Date Fuodraiiieg Deposi t SumiDar> : 



Direct Mail 

Major Donor 

Totals 

January Deposiu 

S 756.604 

J 2.347.087 

$ 3.103,691 

Febnian- Deposits 

1.655,724 

4.805.271 

6,460,995 

March Deposits 

J.318.475 

1.327.577 

2.646.052 

Totals 

% 3.730.803 

$ 8,479.935 

S 12.210.738 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 


CGRO-OOSi 

2/3/97 



PIMK ( (>S1 
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hiC- 

POLmCAL FUNDRAISING AGl 


Y 


y/^o 


CONNECTICUT • February :4ih 


The event raised between SUO.OOO *$140,000 
The Connecticut Stale Party has a $125,000 debt. 

The State Party a $13,500 contribution to the DNC to cover the costs . 

An additional $35,000 raised wiU go lowanl the DNC line item in the 
Coordinated Campaign. 

The remaining money will be used by (he State Party at their discretion. 

A letter of agreement was sent to Ed Marcus. Ed re&imed it with differem terms. 
Chairman Fowler has sent a subsequent le^ laying out onot again the original terms. 
Followup: The $35,000 needs to be deposited in the Coordinated Campaign account. 
(Note: The Coordinated Campaign Accounts have been set up. 

Kathleen Curry and Jim Law lor are co-signos. 


jTTrx 


MARYLAND - Febniaiy 29th 

Chairman Fowler spoke with Mary Jo Neville regarding the agreement 
The following is the agreement. 

Two tiered event ~ $1000 recqxion and $100 dinner. 

The goal of the event was SIDO.OOO-SISO.OOO. They raised $55,000 gross ($24,000 net) 
The Party made a $10,000 contribution to the DNC to cover travel expenses. 

DNC gets 25% of thyliet'Bf wh at k ~ this vriU be credited to the DNC line item 
in the Coordinated Campaign This money will be deposited into a coordinated campaign 
account. 

25 % (he State Party will be atile to keep with no strings anached. 

The Maryland Dernocratic Party made a contribution to the DNC to cover the Qavd 


The Maryland Democratic Party has set up a jointly controlled dinner commitiee to 
collect (he proceeds. Brad Marshall is a co-signer m this account 
Follow-up: The Coordinated Campaign Accounts need to be set up. The $6,0(X) needs 
to be moved into the Ccnrdinated accounts. 


MINNESOTA • March 1st 



Tbe Minnesota Party will put S2S.(XX} of the proceeds toward the DNC line item in the 
Coordinated Campaign. 

The State F^uty made a contribution of $9,000 to (he DNC to cover trip costs. 
Follow-up: Maureen needs to call Steve Hildebrand to obtain signature cards for the CC 


accounts. 


After the accounts have been set up. the $25,(X10 needs to be moved. 


CGl'O-'fY/R'' 



t25.WM> 
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* Coffees Since April 199S 


D«t« 

Evcot 

Description 

Location 

5/3/95 

Optionni Coffee 

Map room 

Mi^ Room 

5/31/95 

Coffee 

DNC Suppotten 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

6/1/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supponen 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

6/5/95 

Coffee 

DNC Siiiponen 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

6/14/95 

Coffee 

DNC Suppoiten 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

7/20/95 

Coflee 

Politicel Suppoiten 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

8«/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten 

Map Room 

8/10/95 

Optional Coflee 

DNC Supponen 

Map Room 

9/14/95 

Coflee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

9/15/95 

Coflee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

10/5/95 

Coflee 

DNC Su{^)orters ‘ 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

10Q5/95 

Coflee 

DNC Suj^)^ers 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

11/21/95 

Coflee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

11/28/95 

Coflee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

12/15/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

12/18/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

3/5/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

3/29/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

4/12«6 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

4/26W6 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

5/2«6 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

VI6/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Rooip 472 OEOB 

6/19/96 

Coffee 

DNC Su{^>ofters 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 

7/10/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten 

OEOB Ceremonial Office 


is;/io/ai'5 “~" V 


^ 4/(^^5i3^ 

COP 055666 

II PN-HH I 
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■Kl^»r\££^ 


Opt'iAOJ^ 

to 

•firvjACC - • 


EOP 055667 
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VP CofTcei Siacc April 1995 


Date 


5/31/95 
6/1/95 
6/5/95 
6/14/95 
7/20/95 
«/8/95 
8/10/95 
9/14/95 
9/15/95 
10/5/95 
10/25/95 
11/21/95 
11/28/95 
12/15/95 
12/18/95 
4;2Sa95 

3^/96 
3/29/96 
4/12/96 
4/26/96 
5/2/96 
5/16/96 
6/19/96 
7/10/96 


Eveal 


I OptionaLC ofl«e~ 
Coffee 

•) 

Coffee ' 

I 

Coffee j 
Coffee 
Coffee 
Coffee 

Optional Coffee 

Coffee 

Coffee 

Coffee 

Coffee 

Coffee 

Coffee 

Coffee 



Deseription 


-Ma p rnom 




DNC Supporter — JAta/) 

DNC Supporters — VfijP 101^ 
DNC Supporters —ClAtmof l 
DNC Supporters 
PoliOcal Supporters 
DNC Supporters ~Hgp 
DNC Supporters — 11*1 ) 

DNC Supporters C^ajL/vuTA 
DNC Supporters - CSajaoA 
DNC Supporters || 

DNC Supporters " CtACAA-r- 
DNC Supporters ~ CHAUvOi i iCl 7 
DNC Supporters -Qi^AAujy' 

DNC Supporters ' 

DNC Supporters a/ 


Lccz 


:uJ> 


a1 

tot 






Coffee I DNC Supporters - ^ 

Coffee I DNC Supporters ' 

Coffee I DNC Supporters- P 

Coffee I DNC Supporters - 

Coffee I DNC Supporters fJ 

Coffee I DNC Supporters -* 

Coffee I DNC Supporters -CfitfOkJ/l 

Coffee DNC Supporters ' <P 


ex» csisu^c^ 
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Tipper Core Coffees Since January* 1995 


Date 

Event 

Description 

Location 

3/7/95 

CofTee 


Official Residence 


CofTee 

DNC Supponers 

OfTicial Residence 

4/23/96 

Coffee 

Politiee] Supponeis 

OHicial Residence 

4/30«6 

Coffee 

Political Supponeis 

Official Residence 

5/8/96 

Coffee 

Jfe* ■ 

Political Supponeis 

-DNCSttpponeis—. 

Official Residence 

'OfEcialResidenoe' 




ixjfWt \\wo\0frO5 

i^oy\\c 

G«>tn3)j<- '(Gue.Y>c>\bc\^ PC. 

— Ut|tuo'(.n 

M ^ ?AAiu.A . — -''ifcO 

• L'. '3 toV)V>'>U 

■Stiv^ ■” 

CeJfy^rt^ CX'^rtox 

'Yr^/HV-^VcsVv 


EOP 05566® 
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wu/n:)f locorre-CA 
^/il/qs - incofrfcl' 

3/T/qg," to/^vJOC) ■ ^'^co^fCc;^ 

Whi(« House PoUticol Coffees* 
Jtnuio' 11, 1995 - November 5, 1996 


Date 

Event 

Descriprioo 

Location 

8/23/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

8/21/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

8/6/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

8/2/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

7/18/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Loaders 

Map Room 

7/10/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

7/8/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

6/20/96 

Coffee 

ONC Supporters 

Map Room 

6/19/96 

Coffee 

PolidcaJ and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

6/19/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

6/18/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (moming) 

Map Room 

6/18/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (afleniooo) 

Map Room 

6/17/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

6/6/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

6/3/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room - 

5/29/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

5/17/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

5/16/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS] ... 

OEOB 

5/14/96 

Coffee 

Political and CommunityXeiuleis 

Map Room 

5/13/96 

Coffee 


Mapi^oom 

5/8/96 

Coffee 

Political and Comm unify 

Map Room 

5/8/96 

Coffee 

Political and Commuoiry Leaders [Mrs. Gore] 

NAVOBS 


EOP 055671 
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snm 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

snm 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders [FLOTUS] 

Map Room 

5/2/96 

Coffee 

Polidcal and Community Leaden 

Map Room 

5/2/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten [VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

5/1/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten 

Roosevelt Room 

4/30/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden (Mn. Gore] 

NAVOBS 

4/26/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten (VPOTUS) 

OEOB 

4/23/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden [Mn. Gore] 

NAVOBS 

4/12/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten (VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

4/9/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden 

Map Room 

4/4/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden [FLOTUS] 

Map Room 

4/3/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden 

Map Room 

4/1/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten 

Map Room 

3/29/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden 

Map Room 

3/29/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten (VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

3/28/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten 

Map Room 

3/25/96 

Coffee 

Political and Commuitity Leaden 

Map Room 

3/20/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden [FLOTUS] 

Map Room 

3/20/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden 

Map Room 

3/15/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden 

Map Room 

3/12/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden (FLOTUS] 

Map Room 

3/7/96 

Coffee ' 

Congressional Wives [Mrs. Gore] 

NAVOBS 

3/6/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden 

Map Room 

3/5/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten 


3/5/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporten [VPOTUS] >: 

OEOB 

3/1/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaden 

Map' Room 


•> 


eOP 055672 
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7/29196 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

2/28/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

2/26/96 

Coffee 

Political and Communit)- Leaders 

Map Room 

2/22/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

2/21/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

2/20/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

2/13/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

2/12/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

2/6/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

2/5/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

1/30/96 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders 

Map Room 

1/26/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

1/25/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

1/17/96 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 


12/21/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

12/18/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS) 

OEOB 

12/15/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Roosevelt Room 

12/15/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

12/13/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

1 1/28/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

11/21/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

11/9/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

11/1/95 •. 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

10/25/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS] 

OEOB ; ; 

10/13/95 

Coffee r 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room' 

10/5/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS] 

OEOB ■ 


3 


EOP 055673 








































































































617 


10/2/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supponet* 

Map Room 

9/27/95 

Coffee 

Cliotoo/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

9/15/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

9/14/95 

Coffee 

Clinton/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

9/14/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS) 

OEOB 

9/K/95 

Coffee 

Clioton/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

9/7/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters - 

Map Room 

8/10/95 

Coffee 

Clioton/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

8/8/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

8/3/95 

Coffee 

Qiotoo/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

7/20/95 

Coffee 

Political and Community Leaders [VPOTUS] 

OEOB 

6/21/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

6/14/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS) 

OEOB 

6/7/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

6/5/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS) 

OEOB 

6/1/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS) 

OEOB 

5/31/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters p/POTUS) 

OEOB 

5/26/95 

Coffee 

Clioton/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

5/22/95 

Coffee 

Cliotoo/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

5/16/95 

Coffee 

Clioton/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

5/3/95 

Coffee 

ainton/Gote Supporters 

Map Room 

4/28/95 

Coffee 

CUnton/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 


Coffee 

Clioton/Gore Supporters 

Map Room 

3/7/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (Mrs. Core] 

NAVOBS 

2/21/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters (VPOTUS) 

Map Room 

2/16/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supponen 

Map Room 


4 
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2/8/95 

Coffee 

PoiiticaJ and Coau&u&it)' Leaders 

Map Room 

1/12/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters 

Map Room 

1/1 1/95 

Coffee 

DNC Supporters [VPOTUS) 

Map Room 


* This list represents the White House's best efforts to identify Democratic National 
Committee and Clinton/Gore ‘96 White House coffees. It may not be completely accurate. 
Coffees vdth political and community leaders are occasions on which persons who were 
members of one or more constituency groups (e.f.. farmers, veterans, law enforcement officials, 
Hispanics, etc.) were invited. The President attended all coffees except where the chart indicates 
in brackets that another principal anended f e.y. . VPOTUS, FLOTUS, Mrs. Core). 
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SS.300.536 

5*9. s-s *5'— ”♦ ‘596 





Amount 

Donor 

Event 

Tet*i by Event 


l/’s 96 

S* 5CQ 

2ew« 

3SEA 

s* see 



St2.Su0 


L4SV 

s-:£:o 

, ; 


Sd7S 

L A Sai MiftC 

LASX 

5675 




.«•»!’» j* i$i *>••*««#»• ••»»•<* -J' Se*'i*'“S'« • 

1LAX 

$•: *:o 



% 2 i :co 


PNFC 


! ■ 


S*:3 525 

••SKiafa KuoA i2S) Om 2^(101 4aMnA 

AwgutiwaOM«rit0i Kra(«*f 0>nor TatMi . 
T»o»T>aa Meax nfli SuflAaA mc -nautl Sovaa/tH^S) 

PSfC 

5*39 533 



S‘83 810 

M>epaa>A CaaaaauS) MaaA Stfau«a(3D> aannav* w Bi^namt 
(*:i A>aae StaMt aaaBaana uA • &>? < 'Ot 

naa^ai itO) Jnct l Itfuti od). 4 »t u Baaaca jr : *:) 

S:aA.a* • joaa net 1TEX 
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DNG FINANCE CALL SHEET 

FOR: Vice President Gore 

CALL SHEET PREPARED BY: Richard Sullivan/ Ari Swillcr 

DATE: December 1, 1995 

NAME: Peter May 

TITLE: President, COO 

COMPANY: Triarc Companies, Inc. 

ADDRESS: 900 Tlurd Avenue 
31st Floor 

New York, NY 10022 
PHONE: w: ■■■MV, h: 

ASST NAME: 

CONTRIBUTOR HISTORY: Peter contributed $50,000 in October of 1995, $100,000 

in September of 1994 and $110,000 in May of 1993. 

REASON FOR CALL: Ask Peter to contribute an additional $50,000 to the 

DNC Media Fund. 

ADDITIONAL NOTES: 

CALL RESULTS: 

IZ/ti ■ 


EOP 0,9239 


EXHIBIT 
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Naiiortal CoaMion on Black 


24-Oct Sony Music Entertainment. Inc. 

Voter Participation 

$10,000 Mercer 

23-Oct Attas Railroad Construdion 

Vote NOW- ’96 

$5,000 : 

23-Oct Joan Ridder Chaliinor 

OHIO 

$10,000 

23-Ocl Joan Ridder Chaliinor 

1£W JERSEY 

$10,000 

23 -Oct Labor for America PAC (LAPAC) 

WASHINGTON 

$1,000 Ounphy 

22-Oct Vance Opperman 

OHIO 

$37,500 Minneapolis Event 

22-Oct Vance Opperman 

NEW JERSEY 

$20,000 Minneapolis Event 

22-Oct Vance Opperman 

MICHIGAN 

$37,500 Minneapolis Event 


•Nationat Coalition on Black 

1 

16-Oct Time Warner, Inc. 

iVoterParliOpallon 

$10,000 'Mercer 

14-00 UP - PAC 

WASHINGTON 

$5,000 iThomann/Rosan 

U-OO'UP-PAC 

OHIO 


14-00 UP - PAC 

■NEW YORK 

$5,000 Thomann/Rosan 

14-00 UP - PAC 

MISSOURI 

$5,000 ThomanrVRosaa 

14-00 UP - PAC 

VIRGINIA 

$5,000 Tbomann/Rosan 

14-00 UP - PAC 

WISCONSIN 

$5,000 iThomann/Rosaa 

14-00 UP - PAC 

FLORIDA 

$5,000 IThomann/Rosan 

14-00 UP - PAC 

MARYLAND 

$5,000 Thomann/Rosan 

14-00 UP - PAC 

IOWA 

$5,000 : Thomann/Rosan 


14-Oa UP • PAC 


11 -Oct MCI Telecommications Corp. 


1 1-Oct Frank and Geryl Pearl 


1 1-Oct Frank and Gary! Pearl 


1 1 -Oct Frank and Geryl Pearl 


11 -Oct Frank and Geryl Pearl 


11 -Oct Frank and Geryl Pearl 

6-Oct CSX Corporation 


CALIFORNIA 


FLORIDA 


WYOMING 


MICHIGAN 


NEW JERSEY 


COLORADO 


OHIO 
FLORIDA 


I $5,000 Thomann/Rosan 


1 $25,000 !Suilivan 


‘ $6,000 Braziel 


$6,000 I Braziel 


$6,000 Braziel 


$6,000 Braziel 


$6,000 iBraziel 


6-Oct CSX Corporation 

LOUISIANA 

1 $5,000 

30-Sep Archer Daniels Midland Co. 

ILLINOIS 

' $15,000 Braziel 

30-Sep Archer Daniels Midland Co. 

CALIFORNIA 

I $15,000 iBreziel 

30-Sep Archer Daniels Midland Co. 

ARKANSAS 

$10,000 Braziel 

25-Sep Sen Jong Hsui 

CALIFORNIA 

$30,000 'Huang 


2S-Sep Sen Jong Hsui 

25-Sep Sen Jong Hsui 


25'Sep Sen Jong Hsui 


13-Sep Alliance Gamirtg Corporation 


13-Sep Alliance Gaming Corporation 


13-Sep Alliance Gaming Corporation 


[ 13-Sep Alliance Gaming Corporation 


13-Sep Alliance Gaming Corporation 


13-Sep Alliance Gaming Corporation 


13-Sep Alliance Gaming Corporation 


13-Sep Alliance Gaming Comration 


12-Sep Mirage Resorts. Incorporated 


FLORIDA 

ILLINOIS 


MICHIGAN 


ARKANSAS 


CALIFORNIA 


COLORADO 


FLORIDA 


GEORGIA 


ILLINOIS 


KANSAS 


MISSOURI 


FLORIDA 


$1,000 iWakem 


$1,000 iWakem 


$1,000 IWakem 


$1,000 Wakem 


$1,000 IWakem 


$1,000 Wakem 


$*.000 Wakem 


$1,000 iWakem 


F 0B46S8O 
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12-Ce p Mirage Resorts, incofpcfated 

12-Sep Mirage Resons, incorporated 

12-Sep Mirage Resorts, incorporated 


1 2-Sep Mirage Resorts, incorporated 


12-Sep Machinist's Non-Partisan Political League 


12-Sep Machinist's Non-Partisan Political League 


12-Sep Machinist's Non-Partisan Political League 


lEEBS 


Machinist's Non-Partisan Politica! League 


Machinist's Non-Partisan Political League 


Machinist's Non-Partisan Political League 


Machinist's Non-Partisan Politicat League 
Machinist's Non-Partisan Political League 


Machinist's Non-Partisan Political League 


NRLCA Poirtical Action Committee 


NRLCA Political Action Committee 

NRLCA Political Action Committee 

NRLCA Political Actian Committee 
NRLCA Political Action Committee 


NRLCA Politicat Action Committee 


NRLCA Political Action Committee 


NRLCA Political Action Committee 


American Federationof Teachers 


American Federation of Teachers 

American Federation of Teachers 


Amencan Federation of Teachers 


American Federation of Teachers 


American Federation of Teachers 


American Federation of Teachers 


American Federation of Teachers 

American Federation of Teachers 


American Federation of Teachers 


CALIFORNIA 

ILLINOIS 

MISSOURI 


GgQRGIA 


WISCONSIN 


PENNSYLVANIA 


OKLAHOMA 


NEW JERSEY 


MICHIGAN 


MARYLAND 


KANSAS 

IOWA 


CONNECTICUT 


MISSOURI 


TENNESSE 

WASHINGTON 

OHIO 

RHODE ISLAND 


WEST VIRGINIA 


NEW JERSEY 


NEW MEXICO 


ARKANSAS 


ARIZONA 

CALIFORNIA 


COLORADO 


DELAWARE 


FLORIDA 


GEORGIA 


HAWAII 

ILLINOIS 


IOWA 


$100,000 McAuhffe 
$50,000 McAuliffe 
$25.000 McAuiiffe 


$25.000 McAuliffe 


$5.000 Dunphy 


$5,000 Dunphy 


$5,000 Dunphy 


$5.000 


, $5,000 


$5.000 


$5,000 
I $5,000 


I $5.000 


i $5,000 


$5,000 
f $5.000 
I $ 2,000 
. $ 2,000 


$ 2,000 


I $2,000 




Dunphy 


Dunphy 


Dunphy 


Dunphy 

Dunphy 


Dunphy 


Dunphy 


Dunphy 

Dunphy 

Dunphy 

Dunphy 


Dunphy 


Dunph 


'ii¥«TK-f--r«liTU 


31-Aug Amencan Federation of Teachers 
' 31 -Aug Amencan Federation qf Teachers 


3l-Aug American Federation of Teachers 
31 -Aug Amencan Federation of Teachers 


MAINE 

MARYLAND 


MASSACHUSETTS 

MINNESOTA 


SS.OOO I’Dunphy 


$5,000 Dunph 


$5.000 ’Dunphy 


$5,000 Dunph 


$5,000 Dunphy 
$5,000 Dunphy 


$5,000 Dunph 


$5,000 Dunph : 
$5,000 Dunph 


31-Aug American Federation of Teachers 
31-Aug American Federation of Teachers 
31-Aug American Federation of Teachers 
31-Auo American Federation of Teachers 


VERMON T 

VIRG INIA 

WASHINGTON 
WEST V RGINIA 


$5,000 Dunphy 
$5,000 Dunphy 
$5,000 Dunphy 
$5,000 Dunphy 
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3i*/.ug American Federation of Teachers 


23-Auo Laborers’ Politicat League 


23*AuQ MCI Telecommunications 


2^Aug United Mine Workers of Amenca 


W1SCONSM 


PENNSYLVANIA 


FLORIDA 


23-Auq Laborers' Political League 




23-Aug IBEW-COPE 


23-Auo IBEW-COPE 


23-Aug IBEW-COPE 


23-Aua IBEW-COPE 


23-Aua IBEW-COPE 


23-Auo IBEW-COPE 


23-Aua United Mine Workera of Americi 


23-Aug United Mine Workers of Amenca 


23-Aua ALPA-PAC 


23-Aua ALPA-PAC 


FLORIDA 


PENNSYLVANIA 


VIRGINIA 


RHODE ISLAND 


OHIO 


MICHIGAH 


MICHIGAN 


NEW JERSEY 


$5. 000 Dunony 




$5,000 Arthur Coia 


$5.000 Arthur Coia 


$5,000 Dunph 


$2,500 Dunph 


$5,000 Dunph 


$5.000 Dunph 


$4,000 Dunph 


$5,000 Dunph 


$5.000 Dunph 




23-Aua ALPA-PAC 

COLORADO 

i $5,000 Dunph) 

23-Aua ALPA-PAC 

CONNECTICUT 

$5,000 : Dunph) 

23-Auo ALPA-PAC 

PENNSYLVANIA 

$5,000 Dunph) 


8/23/96 C.J. Giroir. Jr CAUFORMA 


8/21/96 Amehcan Federation of Teachers PENNSYLVANIA 


8/21/96 American Federation of Teachers OHIO 


8/21/96 American Federation of Teachers NEW JERSEY 


8/21/96 American Federation of Teachers MICHIGAN 


8/21/96 Amencan Federation of Teachers CONNECTICUT 


8/21/96 United Mine Workers of Amenca PENNSYLVANIA 


8/21/96 United Mine Workers of Amenca NEW JERSEY 


8/21/96 MCI Telecommunications Corp. NEW YORK 


8/21/96 MCI Telecommunications Com. CALIFORNIA 


8/16/96 CJ. Giroir. Jr. FLORIDA 

8/9/96 C.J. Giroir. Jr. ILLINOIS 


8/S/96 Murray and Murray NEW YORK 


$25.000 'Hue 


$5,000 Dun 


$5.000lOun 


$5.000!Dun 


$5.000 1 Dun 


SS.OOO'Duni 


$5,000! Dun 


$5.000:Dun 


SS/.OOO’Larry Harris 


$50,000!Lany Harris 


$25,000 


$25.000 'Huai 


8/2/96 MCI Telecommunications 

NEW YORK 

SSB.OOOi 

7/9/96 Paul T. Jones. II 

PENNSYLVANIA 

$50,000 McAuliff* 

7/9/96 Paul T. Jones. 11 

TENNESSEE 

1 $50.000 IMcAuliff* 

7/9/96 Paul T. Jones. II 

WASHINGTON 

$50,000 McAuliffi 


7/8/96 Pauline Kanchanalak 


7/8/96 Pauline Kanchanalak 


6/29/96 Pauline Kanchanalak 


6/29/96 Pauline Kanchanalak 


6/29/96 Pauline Kanchanalak 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 


PENNSYLVANIA 


lUINOIS 


OHIO 


CALIFORNIA 


FLORIDA 


CALIFORNIA 


OHIO 


MARYLAND 


MASSACHUSETTS 


ARKANSAS 


WESTVIRGINIA 


$25,000! John Huang Coffee 


$25.000 1 John Huang Coffee 


$33,000! John Huang Coffee 


$24.500!John Huang Coffee 


$35.000'John Huang Coffee 


$3.000 ' D.C . Gala ' Braziel 


$3,OOOiD.C. Gala • Braziei 


$3.0000.0. Gala-Braaiei 


$3,000'O.C. Gala • Braziel 


$3.000!O.C. Gala* Braziei 


$3,000'D.C. Gala • Brazici 
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6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

FLORIDA 

$3,000 D C Gala • Braziei 

6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

NEW JERSEY 

$3,000 DC. Gala - Braziei 

6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

ILLINOIS 

$3,000 D C Gala • Braziei 

6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

RHODE ISLAND 

$3,000 O.C. Gala - Braziei 

6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

GEORGU 

$3,000 D C Gala - Braziei 

6/26/96 NRLCA PAC 

NEW MEXICO 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

OREGON 

$3,000 O.C. Gala - Braziei 

6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

MAINE 


6/28/96 NRLCA PAC 

LOUIStANA 

S3.000 O.C. Gaia • Braziei 

6/26/96 Ouangnet G. Kronenbefg 

PENNSYLVANIA 

$25,000 John Huang Coffee 

6/26/96 Ouangnet G. Kronenberg 

CALIFORNIA 

$30,000 John Huang Coffee 

6/26/96 Ouangnet G Kronenberg 

FLORIDA 

$25,000 John Huang Coffee 

6/26/96 Ouangnet G. Kronenbeig 

OHIO 

$20,000 John Huang Coffee 

6/26/96 Ouangnet G. Kronenberg 

ILLINOIS 

$30,000 John Huang Coffee 

6/26/96 International Brotherhood of Teamsten 

1 ILLINOIS 

$25,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 International Brotheihood of Teamsters 

CALIFORNIA 

$25,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Orive Political Fund 

NEW MEXICO 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

NORTH CAROLINA 

$4,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

NEVADA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

OHIO 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

PENNSYLVANIA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

RHODE ISLAND 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Orive Political Fund 

TENNESSEE 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

TEXAS 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

VIRGINIA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Onve Political Fund 

WEST VIRGINIA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Orive Political Fund 

WASHINGTON 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

MASSACHUSETTS 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Onve Political Fund 

MARYLAND 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

MAINE 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Onve Political Fund 

MICHIGAN 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Onve Political Fund 

MISSOURI 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Orive Political Fund 

MONTANA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Orive Political Fund 

NEW JERSEY 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

NEW YORK 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

ARKANSAS 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Orive Political Fund 

ARIZONA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

CALIFORNIA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

COLORADO 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

CONNECTICUT 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

DELAWARE 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

FLORIDA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

GEORGIA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Orive Political Fund 

HAWAII 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Political Fund 

IOWA 

$5,000 McAuliffe 

6/26/96 Drive Po itical Fund 

ILLINOIS 

$5,000 McAuliffe 


6/26/96 Drive I’ o.ilieal Fund KENTUCKY ! S2.500 McAuliDe 

6/26/96 Drive Pohlical Fund LOUISIANA i S5.000 McAuliffe 
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6/25/96 Nikos Kefaiidts 

CAUFORNIA 

$50,000 

6/25/96 Nikos Kefalidis 

OHIO 

$50,000 

6/25/96 Nikos Kefalidis 

MISSOURI 

$50,000 

6/25/96 Nikos KefalidiS 

MICHIGAN 

$50,000 

6/2S/9e Nikos KefalidiS 

TENNESSEE 

$50,000 

6/21/96 J. Richard Fredericks 

FLORIDA 

$50,000 McAuliffe 

6/21/96 J. Richard Fredericks 

PENNSYVANIA 

$50,000 McAulilTe 

6/21/96 J. Richard Fredericks 

fiaiNOIS 

$50,000 McAuliffe 

6/19/96 Frank H. and Geryl T. Pearl 

OHIO 

$12,500 

6/19/96 Frank H. and Geryl T. Pearl 

‘MICHIGAN 

' $12,500 

6/14/96 Betty S Burton 

MICHIGAN 

$125 

6/12/96 R.J. Reynolds ■ Jim Free 

D.LC.C. 

$10,000 

6/12/96 R.J. Reynolds - Jim Free 

NEVADA 

$10.0001 

6/12/96 R.J. Reynolds - Jim Free 

.'NEW JERSEY 

$10.0001 

6/12/96 R.J. Reynolds - Jim Free 

ICOLORAOO 

$10.0001 

6/12/96 R.J. Reynoids - Jim Free 

CALIFORNW 

$10,000' 

6/6/96 Robert H. Smith 

(TENNESSEE 

$10,000' 

6/6/96 Robert H. Smith 

iKENTUCKY 

$10.000 i 

6«/96 Robert H. Smith 

iWfSCONSIN 

$10.000 i 

6/4/98 Gladys G. Colrin 

IPENNSYLVANIA 

$10.0001 

6/4/96 Gladys G. Cofrin 

!IOWA 

$10.0001 

5/29/96 C.J. Giroir, Jr. 

MICHIGAN 

$25.0001 

s /29/96 C.J Giroir. Jr. 

OHIO 

$25,000: 

5/29/96 C.J. Giroir, Jr. 

‘PENNSYLVANIA 

$25.000i 

s /29/96 Vance K . Opperman 

CALIFORNU 

$25.0001 

5/15/96 David H. Cofrin 

PENNSYLVANIA 

$25.0001 

5/15/96 David H. Cofrin 

IOWA 

$25,000: 

S/15/96 Union Pacific 

CAUFORNIA 

$15.0001 

5/15/96 Union Pacific 

VIRGINIA 

$15,000: 

5/15/96 Union Pacific 

ARKANSAS 

$15,000: 

5/15/96 Union Pacific 

:IUIN01S 

$15,000: 

5/1 5/96 Union Pacific 

COLORADO 

$15,000: 

5/13/96 Mary Ann P. Cofrin 

IOWA 

$10,000: 

5/13/96 Mary Ann P. Cofrin 

PENNSYLVANIA 

$10,000: 

5/13/96 Mary AnnP. Cofrin 

MICHIGAN 

$10,000: 

5/13/96 Mary Ann P. Cofrin 

OHIO 

$10,000 

5/10/96 Williamson Oil Co., Inc. 

ILLINOIS 

$10,000: 

5/10/96 Williamson Oil Co., Inc. 

LOUISIANA 

$10.0001 

5/10/96 Williamson Oil Co.. Inc. 

FLORIDA 

$10.0001 

5/10/96 Williamson Oil Co.. Irw. 

ALABAMA 1 

$10,000: 

5/10/96 Williamson Oil Co.. Inc. 

CALIFORNIA 

$10.000 1 

5/10/96 Building Finance Co. of TN. Inc. 

NEBRASKA 

$20.0001 

5/10/96 Building Finance Co. of TN. Inc. 

FLORIDA 

$20.0001 

5/10/96 Building Finance Co. of TN. Inc. 

COLORADO 

$20,000' 

5/10/96 Building Finance Co. of TN. Inc. 

CALIFORNIA t 

$20,000' 

5/10/96 Building Finance Co. of TN. Inc. 

ARKANSAS 

$50,000' 

5/10/96 Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians 

NEW YORK 1 

$40,000: 

5/10/96 Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians 

1 

ILLINOIS 1 

$60,000' 


F 00M6584 
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S/10/96 SauK Sle Mane Tritie of Chippewa Indians 

Maine 

$30,000 

S/10/96 Sautt Ste Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians 

MISSOURI 

$16,000 


5 Sautt Ste. Marie Tribe of Chi 


I Philip Moms Man 


i PhitiD Morris Ma 


S > Philip Morris Ms 


i Philip Morris Ma 


S James G. P 


\ James G. Pepper 


i Jeffrey B. Soref 


i Henry van 


i Henry van Ameringen 


i Robert H. Smith 


) Robert H. Smith 


$ Vance K. Opperman 


r Vance K.0 


$ Vance K. 


r Vance K. O 


I Vance K. O 


r Vance K. Opperman 


1C- Marshall Freiedman 


i David H. Cofrin 


I David H. Cofrin 


i David H. Cofrin 


\ David H. Cofrin 


Indians MARYLAND 


4/8/36 Gladys Cofrin 


4/6/96 Gladys Cofrin 
4/8/96 Gladys Cofrin 


3/29/96 Pamela Liapakis 






NEW YORK 


MASSACHUSETTS 


iMASSACHUSETTS 


INEWYORK 


MASSACHUSETTS 


OHIO 


‘MICHIGAN 


ICONNECTICUT 


:iAV#!3:^iga 


MARYLAND 


iWASHINGTON 


INEWYORK 


RHODE ISLAND 


MISSOURI 


MICHIGAN 


'KENTUCKY 


OHIO 


IWISCONSIN 


KENTUCKY 


■ WISCONSIN 
MICHIGAN 


OHIO 


$5.0001 


ss.ooo 


$5.0001 


$5,000; 


$5.0001 


$10.000:Me<lia 


$10,000 Media 


$5.0001 


$25.0001 


KOOOi 


$11.0001 


$69.0001 


$11.0001 


$3,500 ICooixtinated 


$25,000 {Media 


$25,000 'Media 


$25,000 'Media 


$25,000 IMadia 


i $10,000 'Media 




I $70,000 'Media 


3/29/96 Pamela Liapakis 


MICHIGAN 1 

$50,000 IMedia 

3/26/96 Cart H. Lindner 


MICHIGAN ! 

$15,000 'Media 


3/25/96 Carl H. Lindner 


3/8/96 Jerry M. Huftin 


3/8/96 Carl H. Lindner 


3/8/96 Cart H. Lindner 


3/8/96 Cart H. Lindner 


3/8/96 Cart H. Lindner 


3/8/96 Cart H. Lindner 


TENNESSEE 


NEW YORK 


'NORTH CAROLINA 


CONNECTICUT 


PENNSYLVANIA 


MINNESOTA 


IOWA 


$10,000 !Media 


$5,000 iCoofdineted 


$10,000 iMedia 


$5,000 IMedia 


$10,000 iMedia 


$10,000 IMedia 


$10,000 IMedia 


2/26/96 Landmark Ins.-Amef.IntemaO Underwriters ARKANSAS 


Birmingham Fire Insurance Co. of Penn.* 
2/26/96 American Inti Underwriters 


Herman Proier 


$10,000 'Media 


$10,000 ’Media 


$25,000 iCTrumanAmoW Event 


$20,000 j(Truman AmoU Event! 
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John Eaves 




TEXAS 


MarX Dayton 


$10,000 Coordinated 

MarX Dayton 

NEW YORK 

SI 0,000 Coordinated 

J Jeffrey Brausch 



John Eaves 

TENNESSEE 

$10,000 Media 

John Eaves 

ARKANSAS 

' $10,000 Media 

! S458.0001 


cc;Brad Marshall 

Richard Sullivan 

Debbie WHhite 

' 


F DDH6586 
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Call Sheet 


Fntz 


Regarding meeting. Talk 
to me 


Laura Haritgan 


returning your call. 


Wayne Carter 

10:30 


mrn^m 

Eric Eve 




Joan Cardin 

1 

Saks Fith in Chicago. 
Calling to check in. Find 
out status on them 
sponsoring event 

■ 

Jun Jin 

■ 

Calling on behalf of 

Candice Avery ftom 

Project Vote 

mm 

Sean 

1 

Participation 2000. Wants 
to talk to you about the 
check (he did not pick it 
up because he wanted to 
make sure it was fednal). 
the NJ training and some 
other things. 


Valene Kennedy 


Will call back. She is in 

NC 

1 

Jennifer Casse 

1 

Needs a list of 10-12 high 
donors who are 
sympathetic to women's 
issue. 


6/5 




GrtfTin Schulu 



mmmm 

Gary Belz 


Urgent 

mmmm 

.\ntonio Pan 

■ 

Please ignore Charlie's 
request for White House 
tour. 


Lauren Supina 

11:49 

She will be in the office 
until 4:00pm 

** 


j EXHIBIT 

I 

nmuHMmmiiiisiiM dnc isssoss 
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MEMOR.\NDLAI 


DATE: 

APRIL 24, 1995 

TO; 

STEVE BOYD 

FROM: 

ARI SWILLER 


nancy burke 

RE: 

CHINESE-AMERIC.AN TRUSTEES 


Our current Chinese-American Trustees are: 


Mr. Johnny Chung (Managing Trusteed 
Automated Intelligent Systems. Inc. 

2771 Plaza Del Amo 
Suite 809 

Torrance. CA 90503 


Office: 

Fax; 



Mr. Charlie Trie (Managing Trustee) 

Mrs. Wang Mei Trie 

President 

Daihatsu International Trading. Inc. 

523 Louisiana Street 
Suite LLISO 
Little Rock. AR 72201 
Office; 

Fax: 

Home: 



Dr. C.J. Wang (Managing Trustee) 

Or. Mildred Wang 

Chairman 

International Corporation of America 
1 300 Army-Navy Drive 
Apartment 408 
Arlington. VA 22202 
Office; 

Fax: ^—i a 



Confidential Information 
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MBMORANDUM 


TO: MMtin Divb 

FROM; RuaudSulUvin 

DATB: AUfVit 10. 1096 

SOBIECT; 5tit* Party Federal and Non-Pcd«f*t Cortnbtidoot 

Wt Mwld llloi cemrtbttueni af SJ.OOO.OC from Um imvc aoliaoii Fund to be uiada pa/aM« i« Moh of cha 
Mlowlni iwtt parti*. 

ALABAMA 

ALAUCA 

IDAHO 

N&IANA - - 

KAMBAt 

MIMMUOTA 

MUnillPPl 

NBaHAUCA 

NmiNbAXOTA 

OKUHOMA 

ORBOON 

tOlTTK CAROLINA 

tOtnM DAKOTA 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

WltOONIW 

OnfOMINO 
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Ktoms (tom Riglwnl SiJli>iui 

rifi} 

Wt «MJd lUu Iht iwutitni ■aa-Ad(t<l toniribuUM «h«cJii m bo RiMit ^Iblt lo ibo fonowtiii mti 
pamw ibr the duttSMOb otMunU: 


state 

AMOUNT 

CALIFOANIA 

COLORADO 

tan^oo 

tSSAKM 

LOUISIANA 

VERMONT 

SdOAX) 

tlO.(MO 

WAHONOTON 

turn 

TENNBSBSe 

NEW MEXICO 

US.OOO 

»s.aoa 

NEVADA 

MAINE 

Sl).000 

tio,ooo 

KENTUCKY 

NEW YORK 

sa.wo 

Sdd.doo 

NSW lEMBY 
MASSACHUtBTTS 

sss.onn 

SIS.00D 

HAWAII 

SIO.OOO 

OELAWARe 

MARYLAND 

SIO.UIM 

tu,(l00 

ILUNOU 

WISCONSIN 

FLORIDA 

060R01A 

MINNESOTA 

RHOOI ISLAND 

$100,000 

tM,000 

ISO, 000 

Sio.aixi 

tio,ooo 

tio.ooo 


CHECK FAYAALB TO 

CillbiftlbOtaworbiM Ftnr 
IMKeniio Httf CoordlBtiod Cnnpotih 
HtikFiM 

LouidUun pomoonbc Pinx 

otAMnik nnjrA'ciBwai vm 

WI(M* 

Woiiil«|ue Btttt Donwcntlo Cwmi 
ConuHlttM M Fond Itow Bminpl 

TidkomM Dmooiuw VMoiy 9d StMt 
MmsontUo Niiy of Now Moaioo, 
CoofdliWMd CtmMlin Noo Ftd«r«l 
OOTV 

MiIm DMUetiUe (uio CoramlUM Vlcioiy 

KNoaPMtNbl 

Kosniek)' DmmcimIo PiAy vioiMy m 
N ow Ydik IHM Domocntto Coordlnotod 
CoDi)i«l|tNoftM«iil 
Convolib H Non Fodtrol 
MimcbniMUDdmociMio $i«w CoamiIiim 
C tnipal|BAo(Oust 

DemoonUo F*nr «r hhwiu oocrdintiM 
Cuujidlit Nos Mini 
VKtOV PiMd W Non dcdorol 
Mdiyliiid Duaoetoilc Forty Compolfo $d 
AdoilnlMitllvc Aopwni 
Unliod Dosiscnli of ttliiwli 
Dtiwntis HAy dT WiMditiin $wu 
rioildo I>dfl)oetttto Forty 
CKorf lo Vkwiy M lioie 
Osli^ PwMoiolit Fund/Sun 
Undo Ulond Coordlsiiod Conipolf n Noo 
Fedorol 
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CONnDENTIAL MEMORANDUM FOR HAROLD ICKES 

CC: Chairman Fowler 

Chairman Dodd 

From: Bobby Watson 

Subject: Your Two Memoranda Dated April 26th Concerning Bills 


Attached are copies of checks covering all items you raised in your two memoranda of April 
26th with the exception of a payment to Perm &. Schoen Associates, Inc., of $32,579.38 for an 
April survey. We were not m^e aware of this charge until last evening (April 26th) when we 
received your memorandum and we still do not have an invoice for this in our possession. Some 
of these copies of checks are duplicates of ones 1 had delivered to your office on the morning 
of April 26th. We mistakenly included the $5,000 expense check in one of Penn & Schoen’s 
other checks. In addition to matters related to Penn Sc Schoen, there are copies of checks to 
Pnme List and Mailings. Steve Sposato and Mark Klaas. It is my understanding the Sposit and 
KJaas checks were forwarded to Rahm Emanuel in the last couple of days. 

It is our policy to pay bills within 90 days if at all possible. Until our April 8th Los Angeles 
fundraiser and other finance events around this same penod, our cash flow has been extremely 
limited. In the first three months of 1995. we had to pay SI, (XX). 000 in loan payments, 
approximately $1,000,000 in stale bills from 1994 and $1.5C)0.000 in operating expenses to pay 
our staff and keep the DNC in operation. 

As we have been receiving checks in the last few weeks from our April LA event. I have 
instructed our Accounting Division to catch up on as many backdue bills as possible. All Penn 
Sc Schoen, Prime List and Mailing, Sposato and IClaas bills were paid within 90 days of our 
receipt. 

Our DNC Legal Counsel, Joe Sandler, has raised the following questions about the DNC's 
relaoonship with Penn Sc Schoen that I thought I should share with you. 

1. All invoices should be addressed to the DNC, not elsewhere. All copies we 
have to date have been addressed to either no one, yourself or in the case of 
Prime Mailing, to Nancy Hemreich. I informed your office of this last week. 

2. The DNC should get a copy of the poll results. 

3. The DNC should preview poll questions in advance to determine which are 
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applicable (o the Re-Elect, and have the Re-Elect pay that portion. Joe said this 
is consistent with conversations that Lyun Utrecht and he have had with you. 

4. Penn and Schoen should have contracts with both the DNC and the Re-Elect 
to insure compliance with FEC rules. 

5. The DNC requires all employees and consultants to submit receipts for 
reimbursement for expenses and the $5,000 'expense" payment to Penn & Schoen 
without documentation raises a similar question to item ki concerning this being 
a DNC or Re-Elect expendimre, not to mention it being contrary to DNC policy. 

Finally, regarding the computer equipment for the White House. I asked if we could get by with 
a lesser number of printers and I was told no, due to the various locations of the users. I then 
received a call from your office telling me that the Re-elect should pay this cost, not the DNC. 
This is the full extent of my knowledge of this matter. 

Please let me know if I can provide additional information. 


DNC 3168076 
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2. I Si-So 
Ti^oos-o-i. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


14-Kay>1996 07:10pD 


TO: 

Michael McCurry 

TO: 

Lorraine McHugh 

TO: 

Laura Capps 

TO: 

Douglas B. sosnik 

FROM: 

Stuart Schear 

Office of Media Affairs 


ten ISffl] 


SUBJECT: HEADS UP: FOX NEWS REPORT 


May 14, 1996 


Memorandum to McCurry, McHugh, Stephanopoulos, Sosnik 
From : Schear 

Subject :Fox News Expose on DNC & RKC Fundraising 


Heads up: Sheila Kaplan, a producer for the political unit of FOX NEWS, has 
produced a video expose on campaign financing which will air this coming Sunday, 
May 19. It promises to make news, and we should be prepared to respond. I spoke 
with Joe Lockhart, and he is aware of the nature of the report. 

THE REPORT: 


FOX recruited Kike Lewis, a real businessman from California, to come to 
Washington to meet with DNC and RHC fundraisers in separate lunch meetings. 
Using a hidden camera, FOX recorded conversations in which the DNC fundraiser, 
David Mercer, stated clearly that campaign contributions will guarantee access 
to White House staff and elected Democratic officials. 


Kaplan read to me from a transcript of Mercer's remarks. He made the following 
points: 


The DNC Donor program offers different levels of access depending on the size of 
donations, but the DNC no longer prints these lists because this practice 
caused problems in the past 


Lewis asked Mercer: How much would it cost to sit next to Stephanopoulos at a 
dinner? Mercer responded : "$100,000." Mercer also ticked_^f prices for state 
dinner invitations, etc. 



EOF 030601 
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Kercer also told Levis that if they attended Congressional fundraisers together 
that Democratic members of ingress would understand that they should take Levis 
seriously. 

RESPONSE: 

Joe Lockhart is working with the DHC to respond to FOX's request for a DNC 
comment. Lockhart will update us on their efforts. The weekend duty officer at 
the White House should be propped to respond to questions prompted by the FOX 
report. 


EOP 


030602 
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[The deposition of Betty Jane Thornberry follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF; BETTY JANE THORNBERRY 

Tuesday, July 22, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 10:00 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: James C. 
Wilson, Senior Investigative Counsel; Uttam Dhillon, Senior Investigative Counsel; 
Miki White, Investigative Counsel; Jennifer Safavian, Investigative Counsel; Greg 
Zeller, Professional Staff; David Bossie, Professional Staff; WiDiam Moschella, Par- 
liamentarian; Maria Wirsinich, Intern; Kenneth Ballen, Minority Chief Investigative 
Counsel; Christopher Lu, Minority Counsel; and Michael J. Yaeger, Minority Coun- 
sel. 

For BETTY JANE THORNBERRY: 

STANLEY BRAND, ESQ. 

Brand, Lowell and Ryan 

923 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

THEREUPON, BETTY JANE THORNBERRY, a witness, was called for examina- 
tion by coimsel, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testi- 
fied as follows: 

Mr. Wilson. Good morning. On behalf of the members of the Government Reform 
and Oversight Committee, I appreciate and thank you very much for taking the 
time to be with us here today. This proceeding is known as a deposition. The person 
transcribing this proceeding is a House reporter and notary public, and you have 
already been placM under oath; is that correct? 

The Witness. That is correct. 

Mr. Wilson. I would like to note for the recprd those who are present at the meet- 
ing of this deposition. I am Jim Wilson, the designated Majority counsel for the com- 
mittee. I am accompanied today by Miki White and Jennifer Safavian, both with the 
Majority staff. Ken Ballen is the designated Minority counsel for the committee, and 
he IS accompanied by Christopher Lu and Michael Yeager. 

Ms. Thornberry is accompanied by Stanley Brand. 

Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, be- 
cause you have been placed under oath, your testimony here today has the same 
force and effect as if you were testifying before the committee or in a court of law. 

If I ask you about conversations you have had in the past and you are unable 
to recall the exact words used in the conversation, you may state that you are un- 
able to recall those exact words and then you may give me the gist or substance 
of such conversation to the best of your recollection. If you recall only a part of the 
conversation or only part of an event, please give me your best recollection of those 
events or parts of conversation that you recall. 

If I ask you whether you have any information about a particular subject and you 
have overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding it or seen cor- 
respondence or documentation regarding it, please tell me that you do have such 
information and indicate the source, either a conversation or documentation or oth- 
erwise from which you derived such knowledge. 

Before we begin the questioning, I want to give you some back^ound about the 
investigation and your appearance here. Pursuant to its authority under House 
rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the committee is engaged in a wide- 
ranging review of possible political fund-raising improprieties and possible violations 
of law. 

Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139, a copy of which you have received, 
summarizes the investigation as of June 19, 1997, and encompasses any new mat- 
ters which arise directly or indirectly in the course of the investigation. Also, pages 
4 through 11 of the report explain the background of the investigation. All questions 
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related either directly or indirectly to these issues, or questions which have the 
tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less probable than it 
would be without the evidence, are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167, which passed the full House on June 20, 1997. 
Committee rule 20, of which you have received a copy, outlines the ground rules for 
the deposition. 

Majority and Minority counsel will ask you questions regarding the subject matter 
of the investigation. Minority counsel wifi ask you questions after Majority counsel 
has finished. After the Minority counsel has completed questioning you, a new 
round of questioning may begin. 

Members of Congress who wish to ask questions will be afforded an immediate 
opportunity to ask their questions. When they are finished, committee counsel 
would resiune their questioning. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of yotir rights. Any objection raised during the course of the deposition 
shall be stated for the record. If the witness is instructed not to answer a question 
or otherwise refuses to answer a question. Majority and Minority coimsel wifi confer 
to determine whether the objection is proper. If Majority and Minority counsels 
apree that a question is proper, the witness will be asked to answer the question. 
If an objection is not withdrawn, the chairman or a member designated by the 
chairman may decide whether the objection is proper. 

The deposition will be held open subject to rescheduling for the purpose of resolv- 
ing any such disputed issues. 

This deposition is considered as taken in executive session of the committee, 
which means it may not be made pubhc without the consent of the committee pur- 
suant to clause 2(k)(7) of House rule XI. You are asked to abide by the rules of the 
House and not discuss with anyone, other than your attorney, this deposition and 
the issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit suggested changes 
to the chairman. The transcript will be available for your review at the committee 
office. Committee staff may make any typographical or technical changes requested 
by you. Substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amendments to the 
deposition transcript submits by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting 
the changes and a statement of your reasons for each proposed change. A letter re- 
questing substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amendments must be 
signed by you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amend- 
ments shall be included as an appendix to the transcript conditioned upon your 
sigmng of the transcript. 

Do you understand everything we have gone over so far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you have any questions regarding anything we have gone over 
so far? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Wilson. I am prepared to begin some preliminary questions. Do you have any 
initial comments? 

Mr. Ballen. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson. I will begin asking you questions concerning the subject matter of 
this investigation. Do you understand? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. If you don’t understand a question, please say so and I will repeat 
it or rephrase it so that you understand the question. Do you understand that you 
should tell me if you do not understand my questions? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. The reporter will be taking down everyUiing we say and will make 
a written record of the deposition. You are asked to give verbal, audible answers 
because the reporter cannot record what a nod of the head or another gesture might 
mean. 

Do you understand that your answer should not be uh-huh, or uh-uh, or simUar 
nondescriptive answers? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. If you can’t hear me, please say so and I will repeat the question 
or have the court reporter read the question' to you. Do you understand? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Please wait until I finish each question before answering, and I will 
wait until you finish your answer before I ask the next question. Do you understand 
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that this will help the reporter make a clear record, because she cannot take down 
what we are both saying at the same time? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Your testimony is being taken under oath as if we were in court and 
if you answer a question, it will be assumed that you understood the question and 
the answer is intended to be responsive to it. Do you understand? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Are you here voluntarily, or are you here under subpoena? 

The Witness. I am here voluntarily. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you have any questions about the deposition before we begin the 
substantive portion of the proceeding? 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Please state your full name and spell it for the record? 

Answer. It is Betty Jane Thomberry, T-H-O-R-N-B-E-R-R-Y. 

Question. Have you ever been known by any other names? 

Answer. B.J., my initials. 

Question. What is your date of birth and social security niunber? 

Answer. [Redacted]. 

Question. And what is your current address? 

Answer. [Redacted]. 

Question. How long have you Uved at that address? 

Answer. About 16 months. 

Question. Did you attend college? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. And if so, where? 

Answer. Metropolitan State College, Denver, Colorado. 

Question. When did you graduate? 

Answer. 1988. 

Question. Do you have any additional degrees? Did you receive a degree? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. And what degree was that? 

Answer. I received a degree in political science. 

Question. Do you have any additional postgraduate degrees? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Please briefly describe your employment history after college? 

Answer. My first paid employment — well, I was elected to the city council in 
Craig, Colorado, in 1979, and received a minimal salary, $200 a month. 

Prior to that I had done a variety of part-time work with the Aurora Recreation 
D^artment. I had done some waitressing. 

Subsequent to that, to the city councU election, I ran a statewide campaign in 
1982 for State Treasurer. Subsequent to that, I became a Deputy State Treasurer 
for Colorado. After that, I ran the transition for the Governor-elect in November of 
1986 until December or January of 1987. After that I became a Deputy Chief of 
Staff to the then-Govemor of Colorado. I served in that position from 1987 until 
July of 1993. 

I was then — I then became the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Land and Minerals 
Management, United States Department of the Interior. I served in that position 
for 6 months, and then became a Deputy Chief of Staff at the United States Depart- 
ment of the Interior. I served in that position for 2 years and then became the Exec- 
utive Director at the Democratic National Committee in March of 1996. 

Question. Apart from your — well, have you spoken with anyone other than your 
counsel about this deposition? 

Answer. Just to the staff, since I am the executive director, that I am not going 
to be here today. 

Question. With whom have you spoken specifically? 

Answer. Well, my assistant, Andrea Hopewell; my deputy to the executive direc- 
tor, Alison McLaurin; Joe Sandler, general counsel. Democratic National Committee; 
and Amy Weiss-Tobe, who is the communications director. 

Question. Did you review any documents prior to this deposition for the purpose 
of &is deposition? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. How did you come to work at the DNC? 

Answer. In January of 1996 Katie Whelan, who is the executive director of the 
Democratic Governors Association, asked if I would be interested in applying for the 
job of executive director. W-H-E-L-A-N. 
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Question. Did you receive any recommendations for the position? 

Answer. I think some of the democratic Governors called. Other than Governor 
Romer, I am not sure who did. I was told, but — I was told that some had; I can’t 
give you names. 

Question. Did you interview with anybody at the DNC? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. And who did you interview with? 

Answer. 1 interviewed with Donald Fowler. 

Question. And did you interview with anybody else? 

Answer. I interviewed with Senator Chris Dodd. 

Question. Did you interview with anybody that was not an employee of the DNC? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. And with whom did you interview? 

Answer. I interviewed with Doug Sosnik, political director, White House. S-O-S- 
N-I-K. 

Question. Did you interview with anybody else at the White House prior to accept- 
ing — ^prior to being offered the position at the DNC? 

Answer. Harold Ickes. 

Question. And when did you interview with Mr. Sosnik? 

Answer. I think I interviewed with Mr. Sosnik toward the end of January 1996. 

Question. Did you interview with Mr. Sosnik before you interviewed with either 
Senator Dodd or Mr. Fowler? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who was the first individual that you interviewed with? 

Answer. Mr. Sosnik. 

Question. And after you interviewed with Mr. Sosnik, who did you next interview 
wi&? 

Answer. Harold Ickes. 

Question. And after Mr. Ickes, who did you interview with? 

Answer. Donald Fowler. 

Question. And after Mr. Fowler, who did you next interview with? 

Answer. Senator Dodd. 

Question. Were you somewhat surprised that you were interviewing with people 
at the White House prior to interviewing with people at the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How long have you worked at the DNC? 

Answer. March 1996. 

Question. And in a general sense, what are your job responsibilities? 

Answer. I am the staff director. 

Question. When you joined the DNC, were you briefed about the legal relationship 
between the DNC and the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you receive any background briefings on separate functions of White 
House fund-raising and the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. During your tenure at the DNC, were the functions of the White House, 
the DNC, and the Clinton-Gore ’96 re-elect campaign kept distinct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what measures were taken to keep them distinct? 

Answer. You need to rephrase your question, narrow it if you can. 

Question. Well, I am wondering, were there specific procedures in place to ensure 
that the separate legal fund-raising distinctions were kept separate from each other 
between the three entities? 

Mr. Ballen. Counsel, have you established a predicate that the witness was in- 
volved in fund-raising, that she would even know about that? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, l am just asking her if she does. 

The Witness. In March of 1996, the only entity fund-raising was the Democratic 
National Committee. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether any staff was shared between the three organiza- 
tions during yoim tenure at the DNC? 

Answer. You need to tell me, you need to redescribe what you mean by “shared.” 

Question. I am asking whether there were employees that served eiAer full or 
part-time in, for example, the White House and who are paid by the DNC? 

Answer. There were between six and eight employees that were paid by the DNC 
who were considered volunteers at the White House. 
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Question. And similarly, were there any DNC-paid employees who worked with 
the Clinton-Gore ’96 re-lect campaign? 

Answer. Worked with or worked for? 

Question. Well, worked for, work exclusively or a part-time status at the ’96 re- 
elect? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. Who do you directly supervise at the DNC? 

Answer. I directly supervised everybody but the chairman’s staff, the then-Fowler 
staff, and Senator Dodd’s staff, and I did not have a direct supervisory role over the 
finance department, except for operational matters. 

Question. When you first arrived at the DNC, who was or who were yom: super- 
visors? 

Answer. My direct supervisor was Chairman Fowler. He was the day-to-day chair- 
man. 

Question. And was Senator Dodd also considered a supervisor? 

Answer. More indirectly. I reported directly on a day-to-day basis to Chairman 
Fowler. 

Question. And currently who is your supervisor? 

Answer. I report most directly to Chairman Grossman, because he fills the same 
capacity as Chairman Fowler, G-R-O-S-S-M-A-N. 

Question. Did you during 1996 report to anybody at the White House on a regular 
basis? 

Answer. I talked to people at the White House. 

Question. Did you regularly prepare memoranda or any tsrpe of updated docu- 
ments for people at the White House? 

Answer. I may have. 

Question. Can you recollect any specific examples of tsrpes of memoranda that you 
would have prepared for the White House? 

Answer. I don’t do a lot of memorandum. It is simply not my style. I don’t produce 
paper. I produced one memorandiun that detailed — rephrase your question. For the 
White House? 

Question. I am just asking whether you recall sending any particular memoranda 
over to the White House, particular types of memoranda on an ongoing basis, or 
even specifically, a particillar memorandum? 

Answer. I don’t think I did. 

Question. What did you generally contact the White House about? 

Answer. Scheduling. 

Question. Did White House personnel frequently contact you? 

Answer. I need to have a definition of “frequently.” 

Question. Well, actually, I will be more, I suppose more general. Did White House 
personnel contact you? Who do you recall contacting you from the White House? 

Mr. Brand. What period are we talking about? 

The Witness. My primary contact was Karen Hancox, H-A-N-C-O-X. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And who else contacted you from White House staff? 

Answer. Much less frequently, but from time to time I talked to Doug Sosnik, and 
even less frequently I talked to Harold Ickes. 

Question. And why did Mr. Sosnik contact you? 

Answer. Generally for scheduling or to ask a question, general question. 

Question. And when you say “scheduling,” what do you mean? 

Answer. Well, we did, as you know, weekly meetings at the White House, and we 
would talk about who was going to attend, what time the meeting was going to be, 
reconfirm the details of the meeting. 

Question. And were there other scheduling subjects that you discussed? I will ask 
that more specifically. 

Did you have any direct role in scheduling, for example, either of the chairman’s 
duties? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. So is it your recollection that primarily when you were discussing sched- 
uling matters, it was at weekly meetings at the WTiite House? 

Answer. Generally. 

Question. How often did you speak with Mr. Ickes? 

Answer. Maybe two or three times a month. 

Question. And what did you speak with him about? 
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Answer. He would generally call me as he prepared his weekly memorandum 
svunmarlzing what had been generally dubbed as the money meetings. He would 
call me to get specific — ^to make sure that if he said X, that X was correct. 

Question. And when he contacted you with requests for information, would you 
have staff respond directly to him if he was asking a particular question that you 
didn’t have the knowledge for? 

Answer. Generally, I would go to the staff or he would contact that person di- 
rectly. 

Question. And on occasions when you would make inquiries of the staff, would you 
call him back and provide the information that he requested? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did he contact you on whether financial information that was submitted 
in his memoranda was correct? 

Answer. Sometimes, yes. 

Question. And with whom would you consult on your staff to determine whether 
financial information was correct? 

Answer. Brad Marshall, MA-R-S-H-A-L-L. 

Question. And who was Brad MarshaU? 

Answer. He is the CFO. 

Question. And what was or is his resTOnsibility? 

Answer. He is the chief financial officer at tiie Democratic National Committee, 
and as such, kept an accounting of all receipts and disbursements by the committee. 

Question. Would you have conversations with members of his staff on whether fi- 
nancial information requested by Mr. Ickes was correct or incorrect? 

Answer. Generally, almost always I went directly to Brad. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Marshall would sometimes contact Mr. Ickes 
directly to respond to a request that Mr. Ickes had previously made? 

Answer. I’m sure that he did. 

Question. What was Senator Dodd’s day-to-day involvement with the DNC? 

Answer. Senator Dodd really didn’t have a day-to-d^ role at the DNC. 

Question. How often would he come into the DNC offices? 

Mr. Brand. I am going to object to that question on the grounds that I don’t think 
this committee can ask questions having to do with a sitting Senator. It has been 
the precedent for 200 years as far as I am aware that those are questions the other 
body has to ask. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, the scope of our investigation encompasses all fund-raising 
issues arising at the DNC, and certainly Senator Dodd is a very important part. 

Mr. Brand. It doesn’t overrule Jefferson’s Manual which says that if you have a 
question about the conduct of a Member of the other body, you have to refer it to 
the other body. I am going to instruct her not to answer. 

Mr. Wilson. If you would, please, note the objection and prepaue an index of the 
objection for future reference. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. What were Mr. Fowler’s responsibilities at the DNC? 

Answer. He was the day-to-day chairman. 

Question. Do you currently have any assistants? 

Answer. Do I currently 

Question. Do you currently have any assistants directly under your supervision? 

Answer. Do I have assistants? 

Question. Yes. In your inner office. 

Answer. I have Andrea Hopewell, H-O-P-E-W-E-L-L, acts as my executive assist- 
ant. Alison McLaurin, M-C-L-A-U-R-I-N, is deputy to the chief of staff. 

Question. Did you hire these individuals? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. And have these employees been with you since you began working at 
the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who initially did you have working for you for your inner office staff? 

Answer. Gretchen Lerach, L-E-R-A-C-H, was my executive assistant from the time 
I came to the DNC in March of 1996 until after the election, mid-November 1996. 
Jake Siewert, S-I-E or E-I-W-E-R-T, was deputy to the chief of staff from April until, 
April of 1996 to January of 1997. And then for a short time I had a temporary exec- 
utive assistant from about mid-November 1996 to about the end of January 1997. 
Her name is Michele Lane, L-A-N-E. 

Question. I would like to turn for a moment to training procedures at the DNC. 
Are training programs, assuming that there are programs, and I would like you to 
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comment as to whether there are or not, are they set up individually for each de- 
partment in the DNC? 

Answer. We have a staff orientation for new employees. 

Question. And what does that consist of? 

Answer. To familiarize people with what kind of benefits the DNC offers, what 
our vacation policy is, what our sick leave ^licy is, and to generally apprise them 
of what our operating procedures are at the DNC. 

Question. Do all new employees go through the training procedure? 

Answer. I wouldn’t say sdl. 

Question. Do the majority of new hires go through that training procediu«? 

Answer. Hopefully. 

Question. And you mentioned, and I don’t recall precisely what you said at the 
end of your answer, but aside from the sort of bureaucratic aspect of becoming a 
new employee at the DNC, that there was some orientation as to how the depart- 
ment, how the DNC actually functioned, what did that consist of? 

Answer. This was not about how the DNC functioned; this was a new employee 
orientation about operational aspects of the DNC. 

Question. Are you aware of individual departments having specific training pro- 
grams? 

Answer. The legal department, in conjunction with the finance division, did train- 
ing for the fund-raisers employed by the finance division. 

Question. And what did that consist of? 

Answer. A briefing by the general counsel on the legal requirements with regard 
to fund-raising. 

Question. In addition to — was this an oral briefing? 

Answer. It was. 

Question. Were written materials submitted in conjunction with the briefing? 

Answer. I believe a memorandum produced by Joseph Sandler was distributed at 
the trainings. 

Question. And how long did the training take? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. And you mentioned that Mr. Sandler prepared a memorandum. Was he 
in charge of the framing program? 

Answer. He — I’m not sure if in charge is the ri^t description. He prepared the 
legal guidelines for the staff and did — he and Neil Reiff, the drauty general counsel 
at the DNC, did the training, it is my understanding. R-E-I-F-F. 

Question. I am showing the witness a document, which is titled, “Legal Overview 
for Campaign Staff,” and if you would take a moment. 

I provided you a very lengthy document and I was asking you, if you would, just 
to review the first page of this document, or any pages you want, obviously, but I 
am going to ask you some questions about the first page. This document is pre- 
Bates marked DNC 1485568. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. On the first page of this particular document, it mentions that there are 
five categories of why it matters to comply with the law, and I was wondering 
whether there were any discussions or whemer you participated in any discussions 
about the general overview of legal compliance vvdth campaign finance laws? 

Answer. Can you restate your question? 

Question. Just did you participate in any conversations or discussions about the 
basics of legal compliance, the subject matter of the first page of this memorandum? 

Answer. First of all. I’m not familiar with this document. 

Question. Have you seen this document before? 

Answer. I am not sure that I have ever seen this dociunent before. This looks like 
a part of one of our training manuals. This is not the document that I was referring 
to. 

Question. Did you yourself receive training manuals from the finance staff? 

Answer. I received copies of the legal guidelines, a memorandum I think that my 
memory is, it was entitled “Legal guidelines.” 

Question. And did you participate in any discussions or conversations with other 
DNC employees on the memoranda that you received pertaining to the legal guide- 
lines, finance legal guidelines? 

Answer. As I was being briefed and orienting myself into the DNC, I did sit down 
with Joe Sandler, myself, and asked him to give me any documents that I could use 
to study and to make sure that I was familiar with all of the legal guidelines. 

Mr. Wilson. I would like to mark this exhibit and submit it for the record, please. 
It is marked as BJT-1. 
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[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at end of the depo- 
sition.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know what the DNC Training Academy is? 

Answer. I know generally what the DNC Training Academy is. 

Question. What is that? 

Answer. We ran five, I believe, in the last cycle. They were a multiday, I think 
th^ ran for 5 days, multitrack campaign school training. 

Question. And where did they take place? 

Answer. They took place across the country. 

Question. And who-^o you recall where precisely the academies took place? 

Answer. 1 think there was only one done while I was executive director, and it 
was either in St. Louis or Kansas City. I can’t remember. I’m sorry. 

Question. Did all new finance employees participate in the training academy? 

Answer. No. You’re confusing. 

Question. Who did participate in the training academy? 

Answer. They were activists from across the country. 

Question. And who would be — how was it determined who would be invited to the 
training academy procedures? 

Answer. I believe that was done through State parties who, if there was a train- 
ing that was going to happen in St. Louis, that the surrounding States would be 
encouraged to publicize the training. 

Question. Did the DNC Training Academy events have anything to do with cam- 
paign finance issues? 

^swer. I did not participate in a training academy. 

Question. Was the DNC fund-raising divided into two major parts, not to be mys- 
terious, was a direct mail component and a major donor component to the fund-rais- 
ing? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. And what is the distinction between these two categories? 

Answer. Well, the direct mail was generally aimed at smaller contributions. Gen- 
erally, $100 and below. I think they may use a $250 benchmark. And those solicita- 
tions are all made either via direct mall, some form of a letter, correspondence or 
through telemarketing. 

Question. And the msgor donor program? 

Answer. The major donor program is the finance division at the DNC, and gen- 
erally a more direct form of solicitation. Finance put on events, fund-raising events. 
Direct mail would not. 

Question. Now, you mentioned that the major donor program was part of the fi- 
nance division. Is the direct mail program also under the control of the finance divi- 
sion? 

Answer. I view it as a separate division. 

Question. And who are the principals in terms of supervisory authority for each 
of &e two components? And I ask that for the 1996 time frame exclusively. 

Answer. Rephrase your question. 

Question. Who was in charge of each component during 1996? 

Answer. Marvin Rosen was the national finance chair, R-O-S-E-N. Richard SulU- 
van, S-U-L-L-l-V-A-N, was the finance director. 

Question. And do those two individuals correspond with supervisory roles over the 
one component or the other, or are they simply the supervisors of fimd-raising as 
a whole? 

Answer. Well, that is a little ambiguous. 

Question. 1 think what I am really asking here as far as the direct mail program 
went, who would you have regarded as in charge of the direct mail program? 

Answer. Faith Brown. 

Question. And the same question for the major donor program, who would have 
been in charge of the major donor program? 

Answer. Day to day, Richard SuUivan was the division director. 

Question. And as far as an overview, anything beyond day to day? 

Answer. Marvin Roseii, as the national finance chair. 

Question. Do you have oversight responsibilities for the mtgor donor program? 

Answer. I did not, except for more of the operational aspects: hiring, firing, en- 
gagement of consultants for fund-raising purposes. I signed contracts, catering con- 
tracts for events. 
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Question. And when you say “hiring,” are you referring to hiring of the finance 
department staff that worked with the major donor program? 

Answer. I did more of the process aspects. I didn’t interview and hire fund-raisers; 
I processed their paper and made siu« that they weren’t exceeding their budget. 

Question. Did you ever have any direct involvement in the interviewing process 
of any fund-raisers? 

Answer. I don’t think I did. 

Question. Did you have a direct role in the hiring of fund-raisers, apart from mov- 
ing the paper through the system? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who drafted the direct mail pieces that were used by the 
DNC? 


Answer. Malchow and Associates, M-A-L-C-H-O-W, are the primary paid direct 
mail consultants for DNC. 

Question. And were there other consiiltants that were used to draft direct mail 
associations? 

Answer. Most of the drafting, it is my understanding, went through Malchow. 

Question. And who reviewed the work product of this consultant? 

Answer. There was a routing for review. I was on the routing, I think. Chairman 
Fowler. I know it was routed over to the White House, but I am not sure who aU 
was on the routing slip. 

Question. Do you recall aiw of the names on that, on the router? 

Answer. I think probably Hancox. And probably Harold. 

Question. Was material routed through DNC offices first before going to the White 
House or 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did it go to the White House first? 

Answer. Well, I shouldn’t say that. There may have been a simultaneous routing 
that, you know, it went out, because generally the time constraints were — were 
short. 

Question. Do you know whether the President ever reviewed the direct national 
sourcification prior to their being finalized? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. What were the main responsibilities of the major donor program? 

Answer. To raise funds, the larger contributions. 

Question. Was there a specific — for 1996 time period was there a specific program 
that was followed, a formula or type of process that was followed for the major 
donor program? 

Answer. I’m sorry, I don’t 

Question. I’m sor^ to interrupt. Were there specific events that were held on an 
ongoing basis; and if so, what were they? 

Answer. Well, the DNC held a whole series of fund-raising events. 

Question. And just if you would generally describe the types of events that were 
under the major donor program. 

Answer. Well, we did a birthday party for the President at Radio City Music Hall, 
and a satellite — a series of satellite parties that were part of that event. There were 
a series of dinners that were held, some here, some outside of the D.C. area. You 
know, there were a variety of events held. 

Question. Do you recall the major donor fund-raising goals for 1996? 

Answer. My memory is that the — there was a $90 million figure attached to the 
mmor donor program. 

Question. And do you know how that goal compared with previous years? 

Answer. It exceeded that goal. 

Question. Do you know by how much? 

Answer. I think it roughly doubled what the DNC had ever raised before from 
that program. 

Question. Did the DNC maintain lists of fund-raising prospects for the major 
donor program? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Did you — did you receive on a regular basis the — any type of spread- 
sheet that indicated financial contributions from individuals? 

Answer. I don’t remember seeing — no. 

Question. Did you receive any lists at all that indicated contribution amounts from 
DNC contributors? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. Do you — do you recall whether you were on regular routings for mate- 
rial that might have contained that type of information; that type of information 
being lists of contributors? 
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Answer. I saw events totals from time to time, but I don’t know that I saw a list 
of prospective contributors. 

Question. Did you ever — did you ever see lists of names provided by — ^provided to 
the DNC by the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of any database or repository at the White House that 
contains lists of names? 

Answer. I’m aware of a database, but only because of press accounts. 

Question. When you were at the DNC in 1996, did you— did you have any famili- 
arity with the White House database? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do the terms — and these are terms of art — ^“the 1992 top 20” or “the 
1992 early supporter,” two separate, distinct terms, do they have any specific mean- 
ing for you? 

Answer. "They do not. 

Question. Have you heard these terms before? 

Answer. I have not. 

Question. Is — just to summarize, then, it’s your recollection that your knowledge 
of file White House database is derived solely from press accounts? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you have any famiUarity with DNC databases that list individual 
fund-raising contacts? 

Answer. We have what’s referred to as the AS400. 

Question. And what is the AS400? 

Answer. It’s where — it’s the repository for all of our contributor database. 

Question. And who — who has access to this system? 

Answer. Then or now? 

Question. In 1996. Exclusively. 

Answer. And I need to get 

Question. I apologize. 

Answer. I ne^ to get my time frames here. 

Question. I’m referring basically to the 1996 time frame. And if you would like 
me to be even more specific. I’ll try and be, but ask me. 

Answer. I’m not sure who specifically had access to the AS400. The person respon- 
sible for the maintenance of the system is named A1 Hurst, H-U-R-S-T. 

Question. Was the AS400 an entirely separate computer system, or was it a pro- 
gram that was on all of the computers that were in various omces? 

Answer. I think it’s a separate system. 

Question. Did, for example, your immediate office have AS400 computers installed 
in the office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So, if you had — if you had required access for that system, you said 
have had to go somewhere else? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know — do you know where the AS400 system was primarily lo- 
cated? 

Answer. I think it’s the — in the basement at 430 South Capitol. 

Question. And do you have any knowledge of who had access to the AS400, specifi- 
cally? 

Answer. A1 Hurst. 

Question. And I’m speaking within the DNC employees. Apart from the mainte- 
nance employees, the full-time programmatic employees. Did the finance depart- 
ment have access to the AS400? 

Answer. I presume they did. 

Question. I’m going to show you one memorandum that is — it is a document 
premarked DNC 3096880. It appears to be a letter from the Vice President to your- 
self If you take just a moment to look through that. 

Do you recognize this document? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. Could you explain the circumstances that were behind your receiving 
this letter to the extent that you know what they are? 

Answer. It’s my memory that this was the — ^fiie Vice — excuse me, the Vice Presi- 
dent’s database, and that we had an agreement that during this period of time — 
and that if we maintained the database, that we had access to the database for our 
events. 

Question. Do you know why you received this letter? 

Answer. I’m assuming because I oftentimes sign this kind of agreement or con- 
tract. 
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Question. Did you have any conversations with the Vice President or his staff 
prior to receiving this letter? And when I say conversations, I’m speaking about con- 
versations specifically pertinent to this, the matter discussed in here? 

Answer. I may have had a very general conversation with the staff 

Question. And do you recall who you spoke with? 

Answer. I may have spoken with Karen Skelton, S-K-E-L-T-O-N. 

Question. Do you recall whether the Vice President actually did provide this par- 
ticular database to the DNC? 

Answer. I can’t confirm that. 

Question. Do you have any recollection of the DNC using this database? 

Answer. I’m not sure if we ever accessed the database. 

Question. Do you — do you know of any restrictions that were placed on the DNC 
using this database? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know whose idea it was to use the database? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know — do you recollect whether the DNC first approached the 
Vice President, or whether it was the other way around and the Vice President ap- 
proached the DNC about installing the database in the DNC’s computers? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Just speaking very generally about. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. For the record, I don’t know whether you’re entering this 
as an exhibit, but it’s on stationery. It indicates Al Gore, paid for by the Democratic 
National Committee, and not on an official Vice Presidential letterhead. 

Mr. Wilson. Thank you. And I’m not introducing that into the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Speaking generally about contributions, do you have any knowledge of 
what happens to contribution checks once they are received by the DNC? And I’m 
asking for the process that incoming checks went through. 

Mr. Brand. Again the time frame. You have to distinguish between the time prior 
to the election and the ways in which it was done after. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And I ask exclusively prior to the election, 1996, prior to the November 
election. 

Answer. It’s my understanding that the fund-raisers were to prepare an intake 
form along with the check. The intake form had basic information about the contrib- 
utor: name, address. I’m not sure about date of birth or social security niunber. I 
don’t remember the form that well. 

That form would then go to a person in the finance division who would code the 
check. I think one code represented who the donation was going to be attributed 
to in terms of the fiind-raiser. The second was — it’s my understanding the way our 
system works is that each check, each contribution, is attributed to an event. It 
stayed in the finance division for coding, and then I think in 1996, I think it went 
directly over to accounting for deposit. 

Question. How soon after receipt were checks deposited? 

Answer. Well, you know, theyre supposed to be deposited within 10 days. Let’s 
presume that they were deposited. 

Question. Was there — ^you mentioned that there was a method of keeping track 
of contributions by the event to which they applied. Was there a method of keeping 
an aggregate account of individual contributions? 

Answer. It’s my understanding that each contribution received was attributed — 
through the major donor program was attributed to an event. 

Question. And were — were there contributions received — what — ^well, what types 
of events were the contributions attributed to? 

Answer. You know, I — I am not familiar enough with the way that system oper- 
ated to be very helpftil to you on this. I — I’ve told you the sum total of my knowl- 
edge. 

Question. You — did you receive periodic reports of the aggregate contributions 
from particular events? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. And from whence did they come? 

Answer. From the finance division. 

Question. And how often did you receive such reports? 

Answer. Generally weekly. 

Question. Did you forward the reports you received to anybody else? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall whether the finance department would send those reports 
to other offices in addition to yours? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. When you first arrived at the DNC in March of 1996, I’m speaking spe- 
cifically of that time period, did the DNC have a system for screening contributions? 

Answer. On this I want to be very clear that my memory is dim here. 

Mr. Brand. Can I ask you what you mean by “screening’? 

Mr. Wilson. By analyzing checks to determine wheuier it was appropriate to 
keep them or reject them. 

The Witness. I can only tell you what my — I have a dim memory of having a con- 
versation with, I believe, Joe Sandler. And this was during the period of when I was 
being briefed of a whole wide range of matters at the DNC where I asked the ques- 
tion about quality control on contributions and was told that the finance division 
was supposed to be screening any contribution over $30,000. 

Now, 1 want to caveat this. Again, I do not have a — a — ^you know 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. In subsequent months, and I’d ask you about when you arrived, did you 
have any additional conversations with any other DNC staff about quality control 
checks that were coming in? 

Answer. Not — not that I remember, untU about mid-October of 1996. 

Question. And why did you have such conversations in mid-October? 

Answer. Well, we were in the midst of a — of a controversy. 

Question. And how did this first come to your attention? 

Answer. Through press reports. 

Question. Were you — I know you’ve said that you — you have very dim memories, 
but were you aware or do you recall any discussions involving computer database 
such as on contributors? 

Answer. There may have been either a — ^you know, either I presumed or was told 
that any check over $30,000 was run through a Nexis-Lexis, just a public database. 

Question. And do you know whether those ^es of computer database searches 
were being performed when you arrived at the DNC in March of 1996? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you have any subsequent knowledge as to whether they were being 
performed at that time? 

Answer. I do not. 

Now, the other quality control that I became aware of is that the fund-raising 
staff was instructed by legal counsel in — as a part of their training, which is sepa- 
rate and apart from training academies, that prior to solicitation of any American 
sub of a foreign corporation, they were to check with the General Counsel’s Office 
to make sure that that contribution would meet the legal requirements. 

Question. In 1996, are you aware of any instances where fund-raising staff were 
not following the procedmes that have been described to you upon your arrival? 

Answer. I — I was not aware of that. 

Question. Was anybody — are you aware of anybody being reprimanded or dis- 
ciplined in 1996 for not following stated DNC guidelines regarding acceptance of 
contributions? 

Answer. I am not. But I didn’t have direct supervision of that group. 

Question. I’m providing the witness with a document. It’s a handwritten series of 
notes. And if you take just a moment to review that. 

I’ve marked this document for convenience as BJT-2. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-2 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Referring specifically to the second through fifth lines of this memo, 
first of all, do you recognize this handwriting? 

Answer. It may be Amy Weiss-Tove, but I am not siure. 

Question. Are you — this document indicates that — it states: Vetting: What were 
pressures for dropping? DF — ^None. 

Did you have any conversations with Chairman Fowler — have you had any con- 
versations in ’96 or in 1997 with Chairman Fowler about the dropping of vetting 
procedures? 

Answer. I think I did — I probably did. 

Question. And do you recall when you might have had such conversations? 

Answer. I think it was probably in preparation for his postelection press con- 
ference. 
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Question. Do you recall whether you had more than one conversation? 

Answer. I may have, but I don’t— — 

Question. Do you recall? 

Answer. Recall. 

Question. Do you recall the substance of any of the conversations? 

Answer. I remember generally in briefing him for his press conference, briefing 
him as to what I had been able to ascertain had happened with the vetting process. 

Question. And had you contacted other individuals to discuss the vetting process? 

Answer. I had. 

Mr. Ballen. Can we have a time frame, please, counsel on these questions? 

Mr. Wilson. I’m — anjr time frame. I asked whether she had contacted people on 
this subject, and she said 

Mr. Ballen. She’s 

The Witness. Well, wait a minute. I mean, see, the rules keep changing here. I 
thought we were talking about 1996. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. I had mentioned for this ’96 or ’97, but I can be more specific. Had you 
contacted anybody prior to speaking with Mr. Fowler on this subject? And that 
would be any time before you spoke with Mr. Fowler. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And do you recall who you spoke with? 

Answer. I spoke with Neil Reiff, deputy general counsel. I spoke with Eric Ber- 
man, our director of research. I spoke with Joseph Sandler, general counsel. 

Question. And speaking specifically about Mr. Sandler, did he give you any rea- 
sons as to why he may have discontinued? 

Answer. I may have spoken to Brad Marshall also. Let’s add Brad Marshall. 

Question. Specifically speaking to Mr. Sandler, did he give you any reasons as to 
why vetting procedures had been dropped? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. You’re assuming a fact not in evidence. She didn’t testify 
that vetting procedures were dropped. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did Mr. Sandler tell you that vetting procedures had been dropped? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Reiff discuss with you vetting procedures? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. And did you provide any indication as to whether or not vetting proce- 
dures had been dropped? 

Answer. I was trying to recreate what had happened between May of 1994 for- 
ward. I was trying to ascertain as best I could the facts about a period of time when 
I was not at the DNC. 

Question. And in trying to ascertain what happened, what was your conclusion? 

Answer. My conclusion is that in May of 1994, during a budget reduction, there 
was a researcher in our research department, Rumi, I think it’s Matazame, and I’m 
sorry I can’t spell that, and that may not be exactly the correct name — was respon- 
sible for running the databases on contributors. I do not know exactly — I don’t know 
what the — I don’t know what the threshold was. And I can’t give you a lot of detail, 
but I do know that she was responsible for running the datebases. As a result of 
a budget reduction, her position was reduced. It’s my understanding that at that 
point, that function was supposed to transfer itself to the finance division, that — 
and that that aspect of our procedures never became operational. 

Now, that — that’s my own conclusion, that when the research department lost 
that position, and it was moved to the finance department, what happened is it 
never became institutionalized that they were supposed to vet over in the finance 
division, that they were given ports to Nexis-Lexis, but it simply never became 
standard operating procedure over in the finance department. 

Question. Do you know what happened to the computer database searching func- 
tion at that time? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Did you make any inquiries of people as to whether the database service 
was retained by the DNC or whether it was terminated by the DNC? 

Answer. I have made those inquiries. 

Question. And what were the — ^what was the result of those inquiries? 

Answer. Inconclusive. 

Question. What is the DNC’s current policy regarding the vetting of campaign con- 
tributions? 



652 


Answer. The DNC, since December 1, 1996, vets every check received in excess 
of $5,000 that we do not have a donor history on file. 

Question. And are there any other material ways that the current system differs 
from the system that you encountered when you first arrived at the DNC in March 
of ’96, to the extent that you recall what the system was in March of ’96? 

Answer. Well, there is now a compliance division. It’s a freestanding division 
within the Democratic National Committee that reports directly to the executive di- 
rector. The other aspect of the compliance division is we have a committee that 
meets as required to review checks if we believe that there is potentially a problem 
with appropriateness; even though a check might meet legal requirements, that for 
other reasons it may not be appropriate. 'This committee meets under the executive 
director’s supervision and makes a recommendation to the national chairman as to 
the final disposition of that contribution. And the national chairman makes that 
final decision. 

Question. What individuals are responsible for making the changes that comprise 
the new system? 

Answer. Who designed the new system? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Generally, it was designed by our General Counsel’s Office, primarily by 
NeU Reiff, deputy general counsel. We subsequently had the accounting firm of 
Ernst & Young review our procedures for rigorousness and to make sure that we 
had every aspect of quality control in the cascade that occurs when we now receive 
a check. 

Question. Do you know — do you know whether Richard Sullivan proposed any sal- 
ary raises or new staff hirings in May of 1996? 

Answer. Richard Sullivan frequently proposed new staff hirings and salary adjust- 
ments. So he may well have in May of 1996. 

Question. Did you sign off on any salary increases in 1996 for finance division per- 
sonnel? 

Answer. I — yes. 

Question. And do you recall — do you recaU any of the circumstances of those, what 
you — precisely what you signed off on? 

Answer. I don’t without a dociunent in front of me that I can look at. 

Question. Do you recall signing off on any staff hirings in 1996 in the finance divi- 
sion? 

Answer. I’m sure that I did. 

Question. Are you familiar with FEC reporting requirements for campaign con- 
tributions? 

Answer. I am. 

Question. Is there a report that must be periodically filed to satisfy FEC require- 
ments? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And when is such a report supposed to be filed? 

Answer. It depends on where you are in the election cycle. 

Question. In 1996, prior to the Presidential election campaign — the actual Presi- 
dential election, when were FEC filings required? 

Answer. Well, I think that they were required every quarter, at the end of every 
quarter until you got to the time period around the election. And there was what’s 
called a pregeneral filing that is required to be filed if you timger 441-AD spending. 
That was tested. There’s already been an opinion. The NRCC, the National Repub- 
lican Concessional Campeiign Committee failed to file a pregeneral and a 
postgeneral, and it was found that they did not need to file a pregeneral if 441-AD 
authority had not been triggered. 

And then there is a postgeneral filing required, and I’m sorry. I’ve forgotten how 
many days subsequent to the election. I believe right now, during this cycle, we had 
a report. Closing period was June — the end of June, you know, for accounting pur- 
poses. The report must be filed by the last day of July. 

Question, i^ose responsibility was it to prepare such reports? 

Answer. The FEC filings? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Our legal — at that time, our accounting division and our legal division 
prepared the reports. 

Question. And whose responsibility was it to actually sign off on those reports? 

Answer. I believe that the CFO, Brad Marshall, and I don’t know if legal counsel 
signs or not, but 1 think — ^I think Brad Marshall, tiie CFO, signed it. 

Question. Was one of your FEC filings from the 1996 time period filed later than 
the required deadline? 

Answer. Well, do you just want me to go through this in a nice, neat paragraph? 
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Question. Yes. That would be very helpful. 

Answer. Do you mind if I just do a parawaph? 

At the end of September, in 1996, our deputy legal counsel brought to my atten- 
tion and Joe Sandler, general counsel’s, attention, a flyer, a monthly newsletter, a 
circular that was prepared by the FEC, that indicated that if 441-AD authority — 
441-AD authority is the amount of Federal money that we can raise. The ’96 cycle 
it was $12 million, that can be appUed for direct candidate support by a committee 
or by the RNC and the DNC. 

If any of that money was spent, and I believe the date was October 16th, prior 
to October 16th, then based on this opinion by the FEC, you were required to file 
the preelection report. If you didn’t trigger 441- AD authority, the opinion by the 
FEC, based on a 1996 — or ’86 opinion dealing with the NRCC said you didn’t need 
to file. 

Neil Reiff brought this to my attention, to Joe Sandler’s attention, and I believe 
to Brad Marshall’s attention. We knew at that time that we were not going to trig- 
ger the 441-AD spending and made a decision that if we didn’t trigger it, we didnt 
think we were going to trigger it, but if we didn’t trigger it, we weren’t going to 
file. 

I made that decision, because we were very scarce on resources. We had just fin- 
ished doing a report, and we were sending our resources out to the field. We were 
in the last 30 days of a national campaign. 

I made a judgment that if we didn’t need to file, and if it were legal and proper 
for us not to do so, that our resources could be better used in other places. 

Question. Did you consult with Senator Dodd prior to 

Mr. Brand. I’m going to object to that question on the same grounds. I instruct 
the witness not to answer. 

Mr. Wilson. Okay. Again, if you would note the objection for the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you consult with Chairman Fowler? 

Answer. I advised Chairman Fowler that, based on what I have just told you, that 
we were not going to file. 

Question. And what was his response? 

Answer. I don’t remember that he gave any response whatsoever other than tak- 
ing the information. 

Question. He was — so he was aware of the decision in advance of the ultimate fil- 
ing deadhnes? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall whether the accounting firm of Ernst & Young prepared 
an actual report on 1996 fund-raising practices at the DNC? 

Answer, rm — I don’t know what you mean by that, I mean on fund-raising prac- 
tices. 

Question. Well, did you engage the accounting firm Ernst & Young to analyze 
campaign contributions in the 1996 cycle? 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 

The Witness. I think that the law firm of Debevoise & Plimpton that the DNC 
engaged sometime around in November actually engaged Ernst & Young to help us 
conduct an internal review. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Were you aware at the time of this engagement that Debevoise & 
Plimpton had hired Ernst & Young to prepare some type of analysis of campaign 
contributions? 

Answer. No. Restate the question. 

Question. Were you aware at the time that Debevoise & Plimpton hired Ernst & 
Young, that this arrangement hadn’t been made? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And do you — were you aware of what the marching orders were for 
Ernst & Young, what Ernst & Young was supposed to be doing? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what were they supposed to be doing? 

Answer. Ernst & Young, there were several categories. First of all, we reviewed 
every contribution above $5,000 received into the DNC from the beginning of Janu- 
ary 1994. Part of this we did internally. I beheve that the categories that Ernst & 
Young looked at were funds solicited by — $5,000 and over by John Huang, by Char- 
lie TVie. I can’t remember whether Johnny Chung was a separate category or not; 
the Buddhist temple, the Shilla temple event and any other contribution that would 
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have resulted from an event that was aimed at the Asian-Pacific-American commu- 
nity. 

I think oripnaUy we had a threshold of $10,000, and then we lowered it to 5-. 

Question. Did you receive any of Ernst & Young’s work product? 

Answer. I did not — no, I did not. I saw their protocols on how they were going 
to conduct the investigation. 

Question. And the — that which you’ve just referred to, is that what you’re refer- 
ring to when you say “the protocols,” what they were going to be looking at? 

Answer. Well, how they were going to conduct — I saw the script. 

Question. Uh-huh. And subsequent to the Ernst & Young analysis, did you see 
any materials that they produced and any of the conclusions that they came to? 

Answer. I did not see files per se. I did not see paper work product. I was briefed 
by DNC general covmsel Joe Sandler, and by the lawyers at Debevoise & Plimpton 
about the work product. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge as to whether Ernst & Young prepared a 
report based on their analysis? 

Answer. I’m not sure who prepared the report. 

Question. Do you know if there was a report? 

Answer. We released all the documents on February 28th. As far as I know, that 
is the total, other than the discrete files that — if you’re referring to a report, we re- 
leased that on February 28th. 

Question. Did Ernst & Young recommend that certain checks be returned? 

Answer. The law firm Debevoise & Plimpton made recommendations based on the 
work of Ernst & Young, and made recommendations to me about the disposition of 
contributions. They were recommendations only. 

Question. Did the DNC return all of the checks which were recommended to be 
returned? 

Answer. In every instance where there was a legal question, we returned the 
check. And I also beheve that in every instance where there was a — a question of 
appropriateness, that we accepted the recommendation of Debevoise & Plimpton. 

Question. Did Ernst & Young identify certain checks by degree? For example, 
were certain checks deemed to be inappropriate, and were certain checks deemed 
to be illegal? 

Answer. We had three categories. 

Question. Okay. What were those categories? 

Answer. They were lawfulness or legality, insufRcient information, and inappro- 
priateness. The vast majority of the checks ended up being catalogued as insuffi- 
cient information. We simply could never gather enough information to make a de- 
termination. And I believe in almost every instance those checks were returned also. 

Question. Who at the DNC was consulted when Ernst & Young completed then- 
analysis? 

Answer. I had a — I convened a small working group. And general counsel Joe 
Sandler, Amy Weiss-Tove, our communications ffirector, myself, our compliance di- 
rector Paul Houghtaling, H-O-U-G-H-T-A-L-I-N-G, and I believe our research direc- 
tor Doug Kelley were all — as we worked through the contributions, and Peter 
Cadzick, who is specied counsel at the DNC. 

Question. Did this group report to anybody else at the DNC? 

Answer. We made a recommendation to the Chairman. 

Question. Did you report to anybody at the White House? 

Answer. I don’t remember that we did. 

Question. Was anybody from the White House involved in the consultations as to 
whether checks should be returned or not? 

Answer. I don’t remember that there was ever any — at least I did not have any 
conversation about specific contributions. 

Question. Who was the final decision maker when it came to making the ultimate 
decision whether to return a check or not? 

Answer. The chairman. 

Question. Do you know John Huang? 

Mr. Ballen. Counsel, would — we’ve been going close to 2 hours. Would now be, 
before you getting into a new area, a good time for the break? 

Mr. Wilson. If we could, I would like to go off the record. 

[Brief recess.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. To return briefly to something we were just discussing before we move 
into a new subject, I am giving the witness a document, which is memorandum for 
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the President, and it is from Phil Caplan, and it has been premarked CGRO-1262. 
I will give you a moment to review that document. 

This document indicates that the DNC budgeted $1 million for potential iines. Did 
the DNC budget a sum of money for potential FEC fines? 

Answer. No. 

Question. It did not? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And do you have any — can you provide any explanation of the subject 
matter of this memo? 

Answer. This relates, “GELAC” relates to the Chnton-Gore campaign. General 
Election Lawyers and Accountants. 

Question. And so this reference here pertains exclusively to the GELAC organiza- 
tion? 

Answer. Well, it’s not an organization, it’s a fund. I believe it is directly related 
to Clinton-Gore, not the DNC, and it is to be able to take care, and it is lawful, 
to take care of the legal and accounting expenses related to running a Presidential 
campaign. 

Question. Do you know who administers this fund? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Have vou had a^ — did you have in 1996 any meetings with individuals 
who were involved with the GELAC organization? 

Answer. GELAC is not an organization. 

Question. Did you have any interaction at aU with individuals who were involved 
wiDi GELAC as a, 1 suppose as a concept? 

Answer. Lynn Utredit, general counsel to Clinton-Gore. 

Question. And would she be — ^was she the administrator of any monies that they 
controlled? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Do you know any other individuals who were involved with GELAC? 

Answer. Terry McAuliffe, I believe had an assignment to raise some funds for 
GELAC. 

Question. Did Mr. McAuliffe or Ms. Utrecht meet with you to discuss any GELAC 
issues in 1996 at the DNC? 

Answer. My memory is that GELAC would occasionally come up during the regu- 
lar weekly meetings. 

Question. And by “weekly meetings,” what specifically are you referring to? 

Answer. We had a weekly meeting to discuss DNC fund-raising. 

Question. And where were these meetings held? 

Answer. Generally they were held in the Ward Room at the White House. 

Question. And do you recall during these meetings whether it was discussed that 
funds, would be set aside for potential fines? 

Answer. Part of the reason that you have this kind of funding mechanism is to 
be able to do the campaign wrap-up. 

Question. And was this specifically discussed at the weekly meetings? 

Answer. I don’t remember that fines were ever segregated out as a topic of discus- 
sion. 

Mr. Wilson. I have marked this document BJT-3 and have submitted it for the 
record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-3 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Returning to the subject we were just beginning before our break, do 
you know John Huang? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And when did you first meet Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I think I met John Huang or became aware of John Huang in the middle 
of the summer of 1996. 

Question. And did you have — initially, do you recall where you met him? 

Answer. I don’t, and I don’t even luiow if I actually met him the summer of— I 
became aware of him in general. 

Question. Subsequently to your first becoming aware of him, do you recall whether 
you actually met him? 

Answer. I first remember meeting him around — I don’t — I don’t know. I can’t re- 
member whether I met him midsummer or on into the fall. 

Question. When do you recollect that you first did actually meet Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I don’t, you know, I have given you my best guess. 

Question. Did you meet Mr. Huang personally? 
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Answer. Yes. 

Question. And where did you first meet Mr. Huang personally? 

Answer. Well, I am trying to teU you, I don’t remember clearly. If 1 met him in 
passing, midsummer. 

Question. And subsequently to the first meeting, did you have — ^were there other 
occasions when you met with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. 1 met with — 1 may have met with Mr. Huang in September of 1996. 

Question. Do you recall where you met him? 

Answer. He may have come to my office with Bill Kaneko. 

Question. And what was the occasion for the visit? 

Answer. To talk about the funding for the Asian Pacific American Outreach Pro- 
gram. 

Question. What position did Mr. Huang hold at the DNC? 

Answer. He was deputy finance chaiimian. I believe that was his title. 

Question. Did you discuss, prior to Mr. Huang’s hiring at the DNC, whether he 
had been recommended for his position at the DNC? 

Answer. I wasn’t at the DNC when John Huang was hired. 

Question. Subsequent to your arrival, did you have any conversations about the 
circumstances of Mr. Huangs being hir^ at the DNC? 

Answer. Subsequent to my arrival? No. 

Question. Did you have any conversations with aiw DNC employees about Mr. 
Huang’s background and why he was hired by the DNC? 

Answer. In October of 1996, the ve^ — well, it may have been actually the very 
beginning of November. I was preparing to do an interview with the Washington 
Post and The New York Times, and as a part of that briefing session, I was trying 
to ascertain, because I thought I would be asked that question, how he came to be 
hired at the DNC. 

Question. And who did you speak with at that time? 

Answer. I believe I spoke to Richard Sullivan. 

Question. And what did he tell you? 

Answer. He told me that he and Marvin had recommended to Don Fowler that 
John Huang be hired and that Fowler subsequently interviewed Huang and hired 
him. 

Question. Did you have any discussions after that particular discussion about Mr. 
Huang’s hiring at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t remember that I did. 

Question. Do you recall having any discussions with White House personnel about 
the background of Mr. Huang’s hiring? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Who were Mr. Huangs immediate supervisors at the DNC? 

Answer. I presume Richard Siulivan and Marvin Rosen. 

Question. Did you have any supervisory responsibility over Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Huang met with General Counsel Sandler 
to discuss fimd-raising matters prior to coming to the DNC? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Huang received any briefings from Mr. Sandler re- 
gaining fund-raising practices by the DNC at any time during his tenure at the 
DNC? 

Answer. My memory is that I was told — once again, this was in preparation for 
the interview that I was going to do at the — the interview came out the Saturday 
before the election, so whatever that date would be, and I don’t know, I don’t re- 
member who told me, but that he did have a session with the general counsel. 

Question. And when that was communicated to you, what was discussed during 
that session? 

Answer. I know that there was a concern that he particularly understand the in- 
tricacies around soliciting funds from American subs of foreign corporations. 

Question. Do you know when that discussion took place? 

Answer. Well, my memory is that I was told that that discussion took place in 
either late January or early February. 

Question. Of? 

Answer. 1996, but prior to my arrival at the DNC. Now, once again, remember, 
I am totally reliant on, number one, my own memory, but on some of this, what 
I have been told by other people because I wasn’t present. 

Question. Understood. 

What was Mr. Huang’s reputation amongst fund-rsdsers at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know specifically with regard to his colleagues what his reputa- 
tion was. 
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Question. Did DNC management discuss Mr. Huang’s activities during your ten- 
ure at the DNC prior to the election? 

Answer. Chairman Fowler at some point, you know, in the summer, midsummer, 
remarked to me or remarked to a group that, you know, John Huang was being 
fabulously successful within the Asian-Pacific-American community. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang have any employees working for him at the DNC? 

Answer. I do not believe he had any paid employees; he may have had some vol- 
unteers or some interns. 

Question. Do you recall whether you signed any authorization papers for any in- 
tern that might have worked with him? 

Answer. I would not sign an authorization for an intern. 

Question. Do you recall any discussions about Mr. Huang having some assistance? 

Answer. I need to 

(Witness conferring with counsel). 

The Witness. Well, the only way I know about this is through my Senate deposi- 
tion when they gave me a document, a handwritten memo from Don Fowler that 
has got my name on it, but I don’t remember seeing the document, which requested 
a — 1 beheve the substance of the memo was to request a staff person for Huang. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. And did that memorandum discuss providing certain money to pay the 
assistant? 

Answer. I don’t, I don’t believe that it did, and I do not believe we ever hired an 
assistant for John Huang. 

Question. Do you know whether any of the other fund-raisers, excepting the heads 
of the department, had any assistants during their times working for the DNC as 
fund-raisers? 

Answer. I think that depends on how you define assistants. The fund-raising divi- 
sion was broken down into the Saxophone Club, the Business Council, and we gen- 
erally had a lead, and then people who reported to the lead person. 

Question. Individuals at Mr. Huang’s level, did others have an assistant or an in- 
tern working for them? 

Answer. Lots of people had interns. Anybody who could get their hands on an in- 
tern had an intern. 

Question. Do you recall whether any of Mr. Huang’s colleagues at his fund-raising 
level, that is employment level, had interns or assistants? 

Answer. I dout luiow that. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Huang ever set up events involving the Presi- 
dent? 

Answer. I know from subsequent, or from news reports that, yes, he did. 

Question. And during what time period did Mr. Huang make arrangements for 
fund-raisers involving me President? 

Answer. This is not something that I have any firsthand knowledge of. 

Question. Your knowledge is limited exclusively to secondhand news accounts? 

Answer. Yes. Either news accounts or what I have subsequently been told. 

Question. Was a decision made — are you aware of a decision being made at the 
DNC in 1996 to restrict the type of events that Mr. Huang would be involved in 
organizing? 

Answer. I was not. 

Question. Were you a participant in any discussions involving Mr. Huang’s per- 
formance, excepting the one you mentioned earlier where there was a mention that 
he was doing — I don’t recall what you seiid, but a good job? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Is it your recollection that that was your sole conversation regarding 
Mr. Huang’s performance? And I will clarify that, prior to October of 1996. 

Answer. I believe that that was my only conversation about his performance. 

Question. Subsequently, have you become aware of whether Mr. Huang had his 
own lists of potential donors? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Are you aware of any travel that Mr. Huang undertook while he was 
an employee of the DNC? 

Answer. One trip. 

Question. And where was that trip to? 

Answer. To Taiwan. 

Question. Who had the sign-off authority on that trip? 

Answer. Generally, I sign travel authorizations or the CFO does. 
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Question. And if somebody was requesting travel, what type of dociunentation 
wotild they provide you with? 

Answer. They fill out a travel authorization form. 

Question. And what other procedures are involved in the sign-off of that request? 

Answer. None. 

Question. Did the materials submitted have a description of the purpose of the 
travel requested? I am asking that as a general question about authorization of 
travel. 

Answer. (Jenerally a sentence for purpose, you know, piirpose of event, you know, 
to attend the democratic mayor’s meeting in St. Louis. 

Question. Was there a specific space to put the purpose for the travel? 

Answer. That was generally the purpose line. 

Question. Do you recall why Mr. Huang was requesting travel on this one occa- 
sion? 

Answer. The reason that this came to my attention is that — and 1 don’t believe 
that 1 saw — 1 may have, I may have seen the travel authorization. The CFO, Brad 
Marshall, brought this to my attention because he thought it was funky that a DNC 
employee would be traveling overseas. I thought it was funky, too. So we went to 
Sandler, general counsel; Sandler went to Huang and gave the go-ahead, basically. 
He didn’t authorize it, because I think either Brad or I eventually authorized it, but 
he did the inquiry and was satisfied that the scope of this trip was narrow enough 
and that John Huang understood, you know, the legal restrictions and basically said 
it’s fine for him to go. 

Question. And what was the scope of the travel? 

Answer. My memory was to solicit funds from Americans living abroad, American 
citizens living abroad. 

Question. And did Mr. Marshall have any direct contact with Mr. Huang on this 
matter? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Did Mr. Sandler report back to yourself with the results of his discus- 
sion with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I don’t remember whether he talked to me or whether he talked to Mar- 
shall and Marshall relayed it to me. 

Question. And what was relayed to you or communicated to you? 

Answer. What I have already stated. 

Question. Were you informed prior to October of 1996 by a DNC employee that 
Mr. Huang might have been accepting or soliciting money from non-U.S. citizens? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you hear anybody discuss whether Mr. Huang might have been 
raising inappropriate or illegal funds prior to— did you hear this prior to October 
of 1996? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. Do you have knowledge of how much money Mr. Huang raised for the 
DNC while he was a DNC employee? 

Answer. The figure that we have used is $3.4 million. 

Question. To the best of your recollection, at what point was Mr. Huang first — 
at what point was there a concern that Mr. Huang might have been raising ques- 
tionable campaign donations? 

Answer. The first instance that I am aware of is the Choeng Am check. I think 
it is C-H-O-E-N-G, capital A-M. 

Question. And what was that issue? 

Answer. The issue here was twofold. There are two requirements to be able to ac- 
cept money from American subs. Whether it is decisionmakers or green card holders 
for United States citizens, and whether or not they are domestic profits to sustain 
the contribution, and this one didn’t meet muster on either standard. 

Question. And how did that come to the people’s attention? 

Answer. Alan Miller, Los Angeles Times. 

Question. So the first time that you were aware was in response to a newspaper 
account? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. Was a meeting held in October of 1996 to discuss Mr. Huang at the 
DNC? 

Answer. Well, I had several discussions in October of 1996. 

Question. Actually, bearing in mind that there may have been many discussions, 
was Mr. Huang in attendance at any meetings discussing the matters raised in the 
initial news accounts? 
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Answer. He met with our general counsel and our communications director pri- 
marily, and sometimes me, but not alwa 3 rs me, in order for us to be able to respond 
to press inquiries. We were in the — we were trying to ascertain fact. 

Question. And when you mentioned the communications director, who is that? 

Answer. Well, Amy Weiss-Tobe is now the communications director. At that time 
she was press secretary. W-E-I-S-S hyphen T-O-B-E. 

Question. And was it with Ms. Toby that the meetings occurred last year in 1996? 

Answer. Most generally we would, if that is what you want to call a meeting, they 
would meet with John Huang to tiy to respond to whatever press inquiry or inquir- 
ies that we were dealing with that day. 

Question. How many times did you meet with Mr. Huang or have discussions with 
Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I probably — three or four, and a couple of those were, you know, drop- 
ins with other — ^you know, with Amy and Joe. A conversation was already in 
progress. 

Question. Did you discuss the Choeng Am contribution during any of these discus- 
sions? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what did Mr. Huang teU you about that contribution? 

Answer. My memory is that Joe Sandler, general counsel, as a result of a press 
inquiry, was trying to ascertain whether John Lee, who was principal, and it is just 
L-E-E, could have donated under any other name to the DNC. I remember that dis- 
tinctly. I don’t remember 

Question. Did Mr. Huang provide for you any explanations of who made the dona- 
tion and did he provide any background on that particular donation? 

Answer. He probably did; I don’t — not to me directly. 1 was, frankly, more of an 
observer in these conversations than, you know, an active participant. 

Question. Do you recall whether anybody asked him directly about the cir- 
cumstances of the Choeng Am contribution? 

Answer. Joe Sandler I am sure did. 

Question. And did Mr. Sandler make this inquiry in your presence? 

Answer. He did in the instance that I have just told you about. 

Question. And do you have any recoUection as to Mr. Huangs response? 

Answer. The initial responses, no, that he did not contribute under any other 
name. He subsequently came back, and there may have been one additional inquiry 
to him about this matter, but eventually he came back, and I don’t know whether 
I was in the room or whether this was related to me later, but that for us to look 
under H.K., or K.H. Lee. 

Question. At the time you were having discussions about the contributions being 
in October and perhaps the beginning of November of 1996, were there any discus- 
sions on how Mr. Huang came to be employed at the DNC that you were a part 
of? 

Answer. Well, I have already — ^you have already asked me that question and I 
have already answered. 

Question. You answered fully? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Are you aware of whether anyone at the DNC has had contact 
with Mr. Huang this year? 

Answer. 1 don’t think so, but I don’t — I know that 1 have not. In the calendar year 
1997? 

Question. Correct. 

Answer. I have not. 

Question. Do you know of anybody that has specifically been contacted by or con- 
tacted Mr. Huang in 1997? 

Answer. I do not know that. 

Question. When did you first — have you ever met Charlie Trie? 

Answer. I have not. 

Question. Have you had discussions with others about fund-raising activities of 
Mr. Trie? 

Answer. 1 had a — yes. 

Question. And what were the substances of those conversations? 

Answer. I called Harold Ickes as a result of the Choeng Am conversation, the 
John Lee, a.k.a. H.K. Lee, conversation and told Harold that my — as it were, my 
manager’s antenna were up, was up, whatever is grammatically correct, that I was 
not sure whether or not tlus was a cultural problem we were having with him, but 
he was not being as forthcoming as, you know, you would hope that he woiild be, 
and relayed 1 think just the bear outline of why I was concerns. And it was during 
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that conversation that Harold said, well, if you’re concerned about Huang, you bet- 
ter look at Charlie Trie. 

Question. This telephone conversation, you called Mr. Ickes? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. And you called him specifically about the Choeng Am contribution? 

Answer. I called him because I wanted to relay my concern. 

Question. Did Mr. Ickes communicate anything else about Mr. Trie, his knowledge 
of Mr. 'Trie’s fund-raising activities? 

Answer. He did not. I have already told you what he communicated to me. 

Mr. Ballen. When did this conversation occur? 

The Witness. It was mid-October, maybe third week in October, sometime during 
that period of time. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And how long after the Choeng Am contribution came to your attention 
did the call take place, approximately? 

Answer. Well, I don’t — you know, it is very hard for me to remember time frames. 
I can just tell you — my memory is that the Choeng Am contribution came up in Sep- 
tember, but the conversations, additional conversations — I have already told you the 
circumstances that made me nervous. Those didn’t occur until close to the period 
of time where I called Harold. And — well 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Trie’s fund-raising activities on behalf of the 
DNC in 1996? 

Answer. I was not. 

Question. I would like to show you a document that is a Xerox of a check and 
it is from a Michele Lima, and it has been premarked F 0047879. I show this just 
to ask you generally about whether you had seen — whether you have seen this par- 
ticular solicitation form prior to — in 1996? 

Answer. No, I don’t think that I did. 

Question. Have you subsequently seen this particular Xerox of this check? 

Answer. You know, I may have. 

Question. This indicates that for a particular contribution, the solicitor was Char- 
lie Trie. Did Mr. Trie have any designation within the DNC as a fund-raiser? 

Answer. Only as a lay fund-raiser. 

Question. And what does that mean? 

Answer. Unpaid, somebody who volunteers to raise money. 

Question. Do you know of others at the DNC that Mr. Trie worked with in his 
fund-raising activities? 

Answer. I don’t know anything about Charlie Trie. 

Question. Do you know of any contacts that Mr. Trie had with other employees 
of the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Have you been told of contacts that Mr. Trie might have had with other 
fund-raisers at the DNC? 

Answer. Other than John Huang, he may have had contact with David Mercer, 
but I don’t know that. I personally don’t know that. 

Question. And concerning Mr. Trie’s contacts with John Huang, what have you 
been told about those contacts? 

Answer. All I know about Charlie Trie are the contributions that we have subse- 
quently returned. I don’t know about the relationship between Charhe Trie and 
John Huang and how they may have worked together, may or may not have. 

Question. Have you had any conversations involving Mr. Trie’s interactions with 
the DNC at any time in your tenure at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t remember, other than following up when Harold said that we 
should check the Trie contributions, other than that. 

Question. And when Mr. Ickes suggested that there might be a problem with Mr. 
Trie’s contributions, what did you do? 

Answer. First of all, he didn’t suggest that there might be a problem; he suggested 
that if I were concerned about John Huang that I might want to look at Charlie 
Trie. I then talked to Joe Sandler and to Richard Sulhvan, and communicated to 
them that we needed to pull and review any contributions that he had made — or, 
sorry, not that he had made, that he had solicited on behalf of the DNC. 

Question. And do you know whether they followed up on that advice? 

Answer. Yes, they did. 

Question. And what did they do? 
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Answer. I know that initially they could only retrieve two contributions. One was 
called Chy Corporation, C-H-Y, and there was another, but I can’t — I’m sorry, I can’t 
remember, but that is because of the way the attributions are done on these things. 

Question. And subsequent to their retrieving the contributions you must have re- 
membered, in examining them, what action was taken? 

Answer. I think that they were then a part of the internal review, and I believe 
on Chy Corporation that we ultimately returned that one, and I can’t remember on 
the other one. I think we just dumped them into the internal review process. 

Question. Did anybody contact Mr. Trie and discuss the contributions? 

Answer. Joe Sandler may have tried. I don’t know if he was successful. 

Question. Do you know of anybody else attempting to contact or actually contact- 
ing Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Did Mr. Sandler communicate to you that he was going to try to contact 
Mr. Trie? 

Answer. You know, I don’t remember. 

Question. Do you recall whether anybody else communicated to you that Mr. 
Sandler was going to attempt to contact Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I may have assumed, frankly, that because he was doing at that point 
the fact-finding and the review himself, that since we had pulled two contributions, 
that he wovild then do the follow-up. I don’t remember having any specific conversa- 
tion about follow-up. I think I just assumed that as legal counsel, he would do that. 

Question. During your tenure at the DNC, from your arrival in March of 1996 
until October of 1996, October inclusive, did you have any knowledge of the Presi- 
dent’s legal expense trust? 

Answer. I — no, no. Unless there had been news accounts, no. 

Question. Do you have any conversations with people at the White House where 
they mentioned to you the legal expense trust? 

.^swer. No. 

Question. Do you know Michael Cardozo? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. When Mr. Ickes informed you about Mr. Trie initially, did he mention 
the Presidential Legal Expense Trust? 

Answer. I have describe the conversation. 

Question. Are you aware, and I would just like to return very briefly to the 
Choeng Am contribution, are you aware of what Choeng Am’s primary business is? 

Answer. I’m not. 

Question. Do you know whether a Choeng Am representative approached anybody 
at the DNC about meeting the President? 

Answer. The only thing I know about the Choeng Am solicitation is what I have 
read in the paper. 

Question. Are you aware of whether anybody at the DNC arranged for John Lee 
to meet with the President? 

Answer. I am not. 

Question. Through your subsequent review of the contribution, are you aware of 
how this particular corporation was targeted as a possible source for contributions? 

Answer. I am not. 

Question. When it was determined that there was something out of the normal 
about the Choeng Am contribution, was Mr. Huang reprimanded in any way? 

Answer. The only reprimand that I remember was to remind him that he was 
supposed to preclear this kind of solicitation with the general counsel. 

Question. And is it your recollection that that was the one instruction that was 
given to him at the time? Was there anything else that he was told to do? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How would you characterize the relationship between the White House 
and the DNC? 

Answer. The President is the titular head of the Democratic Party. It was a work- 
ing relationship. 

Question. And aside from the President’s position as titular head of the party, did 
the White House exert any authority over the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know what you mean by authority. 

Question. Whether there was veto authority over initiatives to be undertaken or 
budgetary authority over matters that were under discussion? 

Answer. I think there was a close working relationship where a consensus was 
tried — ^you know, we tried to reach a consensus on, you know, certain issues from 
time to time. 

Question. Did the White House review budgetary matters that related to the 
DNC? 
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Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did White House staff have authority to make budgetary decisions on 
behalf of the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know that that is — I don’t think that I would phrase that that 
way. 

Question. How would you characterize the budgetary relationship between the 
White House and the DNC? 

Answer. I think that there was a very pragmatic xmderstanding that because the 
President was raising so much of the money that the DNC was spending, that it 
made sense for there to be discussions about resource allocation. 

Question. Did the White House have authority to approve budgetary matters prior 
to your sign-off at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t understand that question. 

Question. Did any White House staff members decide either yes or no on a par- 
ticular budgetary matter before it came to your attention as the person who would 
ultimately execute a contract, for example? 

Answer. No, not in all instances, no. 

Question. In some instances, was that the case? 

Answer. In — yeah, there were some instances where Harold would approve an in- 
voice either from the pollsters or from the media constiltants, you know, for pay- 
ment. 

Question. I am showing the witness a document which is a memorandum to 
Chairman Fowler from Harold Ickes, and it is cc’d, among others, to B.J. Thorn- 
berry. It has been premarked OEP 034213. If you could just take a moment to re- 
view that. 

Have you seen this document before? 

Answer. You know, I probably have. 

Question. And were you aware that Mr. Ickes had informed Mr. Fowler that all 
matters dealing with allocation and expenditure of monies involving the Democratic 
National Committee are subject to the prior approval of the White House? 

Answer. Well, if you will look at the totality of the written style of Harold Ickes, 
this is — there is a written style and then what actually happened in practice, and 
as I said, a lot of the resource allocation decisions were made collaboratively or by 
consensus, but I don’t remember having this kind of rigid relationship. 

Question. And how would you characterize what actually did happen subsequent 
to this memo? 

Answer. That there were, as I have described, some collaborative decisions, deci- 
sions that were reached, you know, reached by consensus about what made sense 
in terms of resource allocation. 

Question. Did you submit, prior to their ultimate execution, major budgetary mat- 
ters directly to Harold Ickes? 

Answer. I don’t remember that happening that way. 

Question. Was there a system in place to keep Mr. Ickes apprised of potential sig- 
nificant expenditures that the DNC might incur? 

Answer. Those, if that were going to happen, it would have come up at the weekly 
meeting. 

Question. Did you consistently discuss major budgetary matters at the weekly 
meetings? 

Answer. No, we did not. 

Question. Did you on occasion discuss such matters? 

Answer. Occasionally, yes. 

Mr. Wilson. I have marked this document BJT-4, and I will submit that for the 
record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT— 4 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. I am showing the witness another memorandum directed to four indi- 
viduals, Chairman Dodd, Chairman Fowler, B.J. Thomberry, and Brad Marshall, 
and it is from Harold Ickes. 

Have you seen this document before? 

Answer. I — it has my name on it. 

Question. Do you recall the circumstance of this particular memorandum? 

Answer. I don’t — I remember in general the concern that we husband our re- 
sources very, very carefully and that we — that there needed to be a very careful rec- 
onciliation of the, you know, the invoice and the documentation. 

Question. Do you recall whether payment on the invoice that was discussed was 
actually stopped after this memorandum was received? 
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Answer. I know that as a matter of practice we didn’t pay invoices for — I don’t 
so much remember Penn and Schoen, but I do remember Squier and Knapp, until 
there was a reconciUation done. 

Question. And what did the reconciliation involve? 

Answer. Reconciling the documentation of the work produced to the invoice so 
that you, you know, made sure that those two were in symmetry. In other words, 
you weren’t overpaying or potentially paying at a higher percentage for the, you 
know, the fee that is paid. 

Question. Was this — had there been ongoing discussions amongst DNC personnel 
regarding bills fix)m Squier/Knapp or Penn and Schoen prior to the date indicated 
on this memo? 

Answer. I don’t remember an 3 rthing unusual, other than normal day-to-day track- 
ing of expenditures. 

Question. Are you able to — do you recall whether this memorandum was the first 
time this matter was brought to your attention? 

Answer. 1 don’t remember that. 

Question. Okay. 

Mr. Wilson. I have marked this document BJT-5 and I submit it for the record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-5 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. How often did DNC personnel meet with White House personnel to dis- 
cuss DNC spending? 

Answer. We met once a week. 

Question. And what was the substance of the discussions? 

Answer. There were generally three or four cat^ories. We would go over the fi- 
nancial status, the cash flow summary for the DNC. We would go over fund-raising 
projections. We would go over scheduling items, and the final category was generally 
state splits. 

Question. Did the DNC deviate from White House recommendations made during 
these meetings? 

Answer. Not that I remember. It was the purpose of the meetings. 

Question. Do you recall whether the DNC ever made any major decisions regard- 
ing allocation or expenditure of funds that the White House did not approve of? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have contact with individuals employed by the White House 
during the tenure at the DNC in 1996? 

Answer. Can you ask me again? 

Question. Did you have contacts with White House personnel in addition to the 
weekly meetings during 1996? You had mentioned Doug Sosnik before, I recall. 
Were there any other individuals that you had ongoing contact with? 

Answer. No. I don’t think so. 

Question. Who — ^who were generally the participants of the weekly money meet- 
ings? 

Answer. Chairman Fowler, from time to time; Senator Dodd, but he was not a 
regular particiMnt; his chief of staff at that — during that period of time, Michael 
Powell, P-O-W-E-L-L; myself; Brad Marshall; Richard Sullivan; Marvin Rosen; Doug 
Sosnik; Karen Hancox; Harold Ickes, I-C-K-E-S. That was the sort of the core group. 
From time to time, David Strauss, S-T-R-A-U-S-S, from the Vice President’s Office. 
He was deputy chief of staff to the Vice President and joined us from time to time; 
Ron Klain, chief of staff to the Vice President; from time to time, Peter Knmht. He 
was campaign manager for Clinton-Gore. From time to time, Terry McAuMffe; and, 
you know, very occasionally Tina Flournoy, F-L-O-U-R-N-O-Y, Flournoy; and Laura 
Hartigan. But they were — that second group was not consistent. I mean, their at- 
tendance was episodic at pest. 

Question. Were people ever brought in to make special presentations to the week- 
ly money meetings? 

Answer. Scott Pastrick, sorry. Scott Pastrick, P-A-S-T-R-I-C-K. He was treasurer 
at the Democratic National Committee. Pastrick would be in the first group, not in 
the second. 

Question. Were people — did people occasionally attend the meetings to make spe- 
cial presentations? 

Answer. I don’t remember that ever happening. 

Question. Were there ever consultants invited to the meetings? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did either yourself or anyone on your staff have a permanent White 
House pass to obtain access to the White House? 



664 


Answer. I didn’t. 

Question. Do you know if anybody else on senior staff at the DNC had such a 
pass? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Do you recall during your — during 1996 whether the DNC set up meet- 
ings with — ^between agency officials and contributors? 

Answer. I know that at least on — well, I know secondhand that on a couple of oc- 
casions, that the DNC had contact with, you know, agencies, presumably, I guess, 
to set up meetings. 

Question. Were you aware of any — during 1996, were you aware of any DNC sup- 
porters who had requested meetings who were thought to be inappropriate subjects 
to meet with either executive branch or agency officials? 

Answer. I know that on one occasion, Peter Scher, and I think it’s S-C-H-E-R, who 
was at Commerce, I think he was Mickey KantoPs chief of staff, called Jake 
Siewert, who was my deputy and — about a meeting that he felt was inappropriate. 
These meetings were handl^ by the chairman’s office. I did not — I did not do over- 
sight and had very little interaction with any of that activity. What I know is basi- 
c^y secondhand. 

Question. The meeting or the instance you just discussed, who did that involve? 

Answer. I — it was wiQi regard to Chairman Fowler making a request of the De- 
partment of Commerce that Peter Scher was unhappy about. That’s the extent of 
my knowledge. 

Question. And do you — do you recall the individual Chairman Fowler was making 
the request on behalf? 

Answer. I do not. I’m sorry. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of — do you have any knowledge of any sub- 
sequent situations where contacts were deemed to be inappropriate between DNC 
supporters and any executive or agency employees? 

Answer. You know, I didn’t have any. I was not involved in that — I didn’t over- 
sight the chairman’s staff. And so I — ^all I know is secondhand, either what I’ve 
read 

Question. Did you ever receive requests of people who wanted to meet with gov- 
ernment officials? 

Answer. I did not. I did not, that I remember, have anybody from the outside ap- 
proach me to set up a meeting on behalf of the contributor. 

Question. Were you involved in any discussions relating to Presidential appoint- 
ments for DNC supporters? 

Answer. I was not. 

Question. Were you aware during 1996 of instances where individuals were seek- 
ing Presidential appointments? 

Answer. Well, inffividuals are always seeking Presidential appointments. 

Question. But specifically, do you have any recollection of particular individuals 
who were seeking particular Presidentied appointments? 

Answer. Well, in genered, I — ^there were lots of people on, you know, DNC staff, 
or not lots, not for Presidential appointments, but — I mean, I don’t — I don’t remem- 
ber any specific conversations other than, you know, gossiping about, you know, who 
might want what. 

Question. And — ^but you yourself were not involved in any of the discussions 

Answer. No. 

Question. Relating to particular individuals? 

Answer. No. No. 

Question. Did you have any interaction with Ann Stock, who was a White House 
employee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with Nancy Hernreich? . 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you familiar with an individual named Yolanda Caraway? 

Answer. I only — I don’t know her. 

Question. Who is Ms. Caraway? 

Answer. I — she was a — an associate or fiiend of Ron Brown’s. 

Question. Were there — ^were there prepared guidelines to keep DNC and Chnton- 
Gore ’96 expenditures or activities separate? 

Answer. I don’t — I’m not familiar with whether or not there were written guide- 
lines. 

Question. Do you know if there were rules in separating expenditures? 

Answer. Well, I mean, we abided by, as far as I know, all of the legal require- 
ments for what’s appropriate for a committee, a national committee. And not advo- 
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eating — we supported policy, not, you know, the — ^we did not advocate the election 
of anybody. 

Question. Uh-huh. Did — did the DNC and Clinton-Gore ’96 Re-elect hold joint 
events? 

Answer. There may have been an event from GELAC to raise money for GELAC. 

Question. And who would have been in charge of the DNC end of this event? 

Answer. Well, the lawyers would have worked out the — all of those arrangements. 
Lynn Utrecht, general counsel to Clinton-Gore, and Joe Sandler, DNC general coun- 
sel. 

Question. Do you have any direct knowledge about how the expenditures were 
shared between the two? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Mr. Ballen. If, in fact, they were shared at all? 

The Witness. Well, yeah. 

Mr. Wilson. I think her answer is that she has no recollection at all. It stands 
with that. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. On the subject of the Wednesday money meetings, do you know if 
memoranda were prepared to inform the President of what went on at those meet- 
ings? 

Answer. Harold memorialized the meetings. 

Question. And did he circulate the memoranda for comment or review before it 
was forwarded to the President? 

Answer. Sometimes he would. I don’t know that I ever saw a full memorandum. 
But he would ask a question or want clarification on a — on something. 

Question. And how frequently did that occur? 

Answer. You know, maybe once a month. 

Question. Did the Resident or Vice President ever attend weekly meetings? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if the meetirms were held before you joined the DNC? 

Answer. I — I don’t know. I mean, they were when I was there. I can’t speak to 
what happened before. 

Question. And do you have any knowledge of who originated the idea of having 
the meeting? 

Answer. 1 don’t. 

Question. Do you recall whether any fund-raising ideas were proposed at any of 
the meetings you attended? 

Answer. From time to time. 

Question. And what types of events were proposed? 

Answer. We talked about the birthday event. I remember that. I don’t really re- 
member anything else. 

Question. Aside from specific events, were there any fund-raising schemes that 
were discussed at — at these meeting? 

Answer. I don’t think we talked about schemes at the meetings. 

Question. Other than — other than the weekly meetings that you’ve mentioned, 
how was the — were there other ways that the White House was involved in the 
DNC operation? 

Answer. Well other than the — from my end, other than the conversations that I’ve 
always — you know, have already described, no. 

Question. Do you know Janice Enright? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. And who is Janice Enright? 

Answer. She’s an assistant to Harold Ickes. 

Question. And did vou deal with her in her capacity as a White House employee? 

Answer. Occasionally. 

Question. And why would you have interacted with Ms. Enright? 

Answer. Because she worked directly for Harold. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions about the money meetings with Ms. 
Enright? 

Answer. I don’t remember that we did other than potentiedly who was going to 
attend, what the manifest was going to look Uke. 

Question. Did she ever forward requests to you directly from Mr. Ickes? 

Answer. Occasionally. 

Question. And do you recall any other requests? 

Answer. No. But I mean they would have been some detail. I don’t — I can’t pull 
out an example for you. 
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Question. Do you know Evelyn Lieberman? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. And who is Ms. Lieberman? 

Answer. Diuing 1996, she was deputy chief of staff at the White House. 

Question. Was — was she an attendee of the weekly meetings 

Answer. No. 

Question. You attended? 

Where do you know Ms. Lieberman from? 

Answer. I met her when I became executive director. 

Question. Under what circumstances? 

Answer. She asked me to come over one d^ for coffee. 

Question. And this was to go over to the V^te House? 

Answer. Uh-huh. I guess I should use some other — a Diet Coke. Can we change 
that record? 

Question. Did you have any subsequent interaction with Ms. — ^with Ms. 
Lieberman? 

Answer. No. I don’t remember that I ever did. 

Question. Do you know Gordon Li? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. And who is Mr. Li? 

Answer. He was executive assistant to Doug Sosnik and maybe Karen Hancox but 
to Doug Sosnik in this case, political director of the White House. 

Question. Did you have any interaction with him in his capacity as White House 
employee? 

Answer. On the phone. 

Question. Did he make requests of you? 

Answer. No. I mean, other than to answer the phone. 1 mean, 1 don’t remember 
specifically. 

Question. Do you recall an 3 rthing that you discussed with Mr. Li? 

Answer. Other than inquiring as to availability for the Wednesday meetings. 
Question. To you know Sandy Berger? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know Anthony Lake? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Have you had any discussions with Marcia Scott? 

Answer. In 1996 — I don’t think so. 

Question. Did — do you know — did Ms. Scott attend any of the money meetings? 
Answer. No. 

Question. If we could, I would like to go off the record for just a moment. 
[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Let’s go back on the record, please. 

Are you aware there were a series of coffees at the White House during 1995 and 
1996? 

Answer. I am aweire of that. 

Question. Were these coffees part of a major donor program? 

Answer. They were a part of an overall fund-raising program, yes. 

Question. And how would you characterize them? 

Answer. I would characterize them as, and I hate this term, as servicing events, 
as a way to energize and invigorate people who might either— either contribute for 
the first time or contribute additional funds to the DNC. 

Question. Did you actually attend any of the coffees? 

Answer. 1 did not. 

Question. 1 would like to show the witness a memo that indicates a particular 
May 7 coffee. And if you would take just a moment to look at that. 

Mr. Ballen. Could Minority counsel please have a copy of the document being 
shown to the witness? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And just directing your attention to the first category, the purpose cat- 
egory where it notes that the purpose of this coffee is to raise funds for the Demo- 
cratic National Committee, is that a correct statement for the purpose of this par- 
ticular coffee? 

Answer. Well, I’ve already stated what I believe to be the purpose of the coffee. 
Question. Do you know— do you have any knowledge of whether any of these cof- 
fees were used to directly solicit funds of contributors, potential contributors? 
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Answer. I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. I would like to submit this one page of the memorandum. I’ve 
marked it at BJT-6, and I’ll submit that for the record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-6 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON; 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of who initially proposed the coffees includ- 
ing the President be held at the White House? 

Answer. I know from the press or television that Terry McAuliffe has publicly 
stated that he first suggested coffees. 

Question. Do you know who had the final approval for scheduling the coffees? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know whether there was a DNC employee that had any author- 
ity over scheduling coffees? 

Answer. Well, let me — I want to correct the record. As a part of our weekly meet- 
ings, we did — we did do— make scheduling requests. What happened after that, I 
wasn’t involved in that process of how it got scheduled. I just don’t have any knowl- 
edge of that. 

Question. Did you have any conversations with other DNC employees about sched- 
uling these coffees? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. Do you know whether any records were kept of how much money was 
raised as a result of the coffees? 

Answer. I have seen documents at my Senate deposition that had — and I had seen 
them, you know, actually prior to that^that had dollar figures attached to the cof- 
fees. I mean, I tliink that’s been widely reported. 

Question. Did — were you — did you receive such records during 1996 when you 
were in your official capacity at the DNC? 

Answer. I may have seen them as a part of the materials that were produced for 
the Wednesday money meetings. But as far as I know, there were never — ^there was 
never a ticket or a ticket price associated with the coffees, and that any money at- 
tributed was as a result of motivating and invigorating the — ^you know, it’s part of 
motivating and invigorating the fund-raising base, you know, that eventually that 
was what they would hope to be able to generate to meet the overall projection. 

Question. Do you know who approved the final invitation lists? 

Answer. I do not. 

Mr. Ballen. I just like to clarify for the record. I believe the witness has testified 
she hasn’t heard these figures. She didn’t have any first-hand knowledge. And to 
the extent that she’s testifying about information that’s in the press or whatever, 
I think that should be clarified for the record. 

Mr. Wilson. I’m showing the witness now a letter. It appears to be a form letter 
with the heading— it’s under the stationery Democratic National Committee. It’s 
been premarked EOF 035478. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-7 was marked for identification.] 

The Witness. And what’s the question? 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Have you seen this — have you seen this letter before? 

^swer. I don’t believe that I did. 

Question. Do you know whether this was a typical invitation sent out by Chair- 
man Fowler? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know who would approve the final version of a letter such as 
this? 

Answer. I can’t speak to that, because I wasn’t at the DNC in September of 1995. 

Question. Do you know whether a letter such as this was ever used, a form letter 
Srom the DNC was ever mailed out to people being invited to attend coffees? 

Answer. I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. Okay. I’ve marked this exhibit BJT-7, and I’m submitting that for 
the record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. 7 was marked for identification.] 
examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether DNC emplOTees attended any of the coffees? 

Answer. I think from time to time Richard Sullivan may have attended. 

Question. Do you know of anybody else from the DNC that might have attended 
coffees? 
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Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of individuals linking contributions of 
money to attendance at a coffee with the President? 

Answer. I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. I would hke to show the witness a document that is marked “DNC 
Finance Call Sheet” — headed “DNC Finance Call Sheet,” and it’s been premarked 
DNC 3098456. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Have you ever seen this document before? 

Answer. I don’t think so. And I suspect that this is December 3, 1995, maybe. But, 
no, 1 don’t remember seeing this document. 

Question. Have you — have you had any subsequent conversations about any sug- 
gestions that a conee mighfc-^ne might attend a coffee with a $25,000 contribution 
to secure a trustee membership at the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of anybody else that has had discussions on this subject? 

Answer. No, I am not. 

Question. Do you — do you directly — do you know whether it was suggested as a 
result of becoming a member of the trustee organization that one might be able to 
attend a coffee with the President? 

Answer. 1 don’t know that 

Mr. Wilson. I’ve marked this as BJT-8, and I submit that for the record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. 8 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Wilson. I would like to mve the witness another document, which is marked 
Monthly Event Breakdown by Principal and Type, and it discusses or outUnes two 
coffees from January or February, presumably of 1996. This document has been 
marked CGRO-1913. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you have any knowledge as to why the D.C. coffees would be in- 
cluded in this type of monthly breakdown? 

Answer. I don’t other than as a part of an overall strategy. I would also like to 
point out that this is dated prior to my arrival at the DNC. 

Question. Have you ever seen breakdowns of this type before? 

Answer. I — I don’t— I don’t remember this format, no. 

Question. Do you recall whether DNC employees prepared memoranda or spread- 
sheets that projected income for the 1996 coffees? 

Answer. Yes. I’ve seen spreadsheets such as that. 

Question. Why was a revenue figure projected? 

Answer. I think I’ve already answered that. 

Question. My recollection of your answer was that your coffees were designed to 
encourage people to contribute. I think my specific question is do you have any 
knowleoge of why somebody would establish a specific figure to be raised from par- 
ticular coffee events? 

Answer. I don’t. I can only speculate about why it was done the way it was done. 

Question. Do you have any ideas as to why it might be done? 

Answer. I have already — I have already testified that the figures that were associ- 
ated with the coffees were amounts of money that they would hope as a part of an 
overall fund-raising strategy to be able to achieve and allocate out how projections 
were going to be arrived at, that that’s the reason it was done. But I did not prepare 
those spreadsheets. 

Question. Have you ever seen financial spreadsheets of events, around coffee 
events, that lists — ^and this is a term of arf>-^[uote, in hand, quote, revenue from 
the coffees? 

Answer. Yeah, I think I have. 

Question. And do you know why there was a designation'in hand” for certain rev- 
enue? 

Answer. I think I — ^I think I’ve answered that. I think I’ve — ^have answered that 
a couple of times. 

Question. I would like — I would like to show the witness a memorandum dated 
13 March, 1996. It’s a memorandum to the President and the Vice President, and 
it’s from Harold Ickes and cc’s among other B.J. Thomberry. The first page of this 
is premarked CGRO-0039. 

Answer. Is it 

Question. And if I could, I would like to direct your attention to the page that’s 
marked 0048. And this appears to be a spreadsheet for the month of January 1996. 
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And what I’m most interested in is in the category that’s marked “In Hand” at the 
top of the columns, there are designations for three coffees that were held on three 
separate dates, January 17, January 25, and January 26, and each has indicated 
as having $400,000 in hand. And my question is: Do you have any reason to doubt 
the accuracy of this document? 

Mr. Ballen. I — can you ask the witness whether she’s ever seen this particular 
document before, before she comments on it? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I mean. I’ll allow you to ask questions. I’ll be finished very 
soon. But I’m showing her the document now, and she’s examining it. 

Mr. Ballen. Then m object to the question then. You haven’t established wheth- 
er the witness has even seen the document let alone can attest to its accuracy or 
have any knowledge about the document to attest to the document. She’s already 
testified she hasn’t prepared any of these documents. She wasn’t in the fund-raising 
department. She didn’t participate in preparing the documents. I think only as a 
matter of fairness, before you ask the witness to vouch for it, if you could ask the 
witness some preliminary foundation questions. So that’s the nature of my objection 
to that question. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know whether you’ve seen this document before? 

Answer. I may have seen it. My name is on it, but I can’t remember specifically 
that I — ^that I have seen this. 

Question. Based on your review of the document just now, do you have any reason 
to doubt the accuracy of the document? 

Answer. I don’t have any way to judge that. 

Question. Okay. I would like to refer you to another document at the same time. 
This is a document marked “Democratic National Committee Budget/Fund-Raising 
Presentation to the President on June 6” — ^‘6 June 1996.” 

Do you recall whether you have received this document? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Okay. When did you — when have you received this document? 

Answer. Well, I attended the meeting. 

Question. And was this document discussed at that meeting? 

Answer. I don’t— I don’t recall that the document per se was discussed. The— ev- 
erybody thumbed through this page by page by page. 

Question. I would like to just address your attention again to the page that’s 
marked 1798 in this particulsu- production. And in this particular — on this particu- 
lar one-page spreadsheet, which is marked for January, there again are “in hand” 
designations for the January 17, January 25, and January 26 conees. And each has 
designated as $400,000 in hand. Is there — was there any discussion of the accuracy 
or inaccuracy of the financial data that was provided in these — ^in this report? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was there any commentary at the meeting you attended about the fact 
that coffees are listed as raising $400,000? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know why there are designations of $400,000 for each of these 
coffees? Have you had any subsequent discussions about this matter? 

Answer. The — it’s my understanding that this is what they hoped to generate as 
a result of using the coffees, as I have said, to motivate and invigorate the fund- 
raising base. 

Question. If I could just direct your attention to the document we were previously 
examining and turn your attention to page 0041, there’s a designation there for Jan- 
uaiy deposits, and it lists under the mtgor donor category, $2,347,087. And compar- 
ing that figure to the in hand financied figures from the document prepared for the 
President, there is very close listing for in hand power contributions, $2,259,557. 

My question is if the coffees are said to have raised in hand $1.2 million from 
January, and the deposits reflect the draosit of that $1.2 million, was or was not 
money deposited reflecting the $400,000 from these spreadsheets? 

Answer. I have — 1 have no way of knowing that. 

Question. Do you know who was responsible for preparing the spreadsheets that 
were used in tiie report for the President? 

Answer. It depends on, I think, what the spreadsheets are. If they deal with fund- 
raising, a financial summary would have been prepar^ by Brad Marshall. A fund- 
raising spreadsheet such as this would have most likely been prepared by Scott 
Freda, F-R-E-D-A. 

Question. Do you know of anybody else that would be involved with the prepara- 
tion of this pstrticular memorandum to the President? 
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Answer. I’m not — don’t — I can’t tell you that. 

Mr. Wilson. I would like to — I am marking both of these exhibits for the record. 
The first is marked BJT-9, and the second is marked BJT-10, and both have been 
submitted for the record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-9 was marked for identification.] 

['Thombeny Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-10 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of who was billed for expenditures for the 
coffees in the 1996 time period? 

Answer. I assume the DNC was billed. 

Question. Do you have any direct knowledge of 

Answer. I don’t remember an invoice, but 

Question. Do you know if any photographs were taken during the coffees? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Do you know if any notes were taken during the coffees? 

Answer. I don’t know that. I didn’t attend any coffees. 

Question. Are you aware of any fax transmissions that were sent out to coffee par- 
ticipants by the DNC? 

Answer. I had no relationship to the coffees. 

Question. Were you — have you become subsequently aware of coffees that were 
hosted by the Vice President? 

Answer. I have a general knowledge, but based on more on press accounts than 
I think — 1 think maybe the totality of my information is from press accounts. 

Question. What were the membership requirements for the trustee program? 

Answer. I can’t tell you that. I just don’t know that. 

Question. Could you explain just ve:^ generally the restrictions that the DNC 
faces on their ability to spend contributions? Are there different categories of finan- 
cial expenditures the DNC is permitted to make, the difference between soft and 
hard money? 

Answer. You know, generally speaking, a — you know, we operate on a formula 
of— it’s a cocktail, of hard and soft. You have to have so much hard to be able to 
spend the soft. And generally speaking, the Democratic National Committee, or the 
RNC for that matter, is able to spend moneiy advocating generally positions of the 
party if it’s not in power, or the administration if it is in power, ana to support ge- 
neric election activities that would encourage and motivate participation but not ad- 
vocate directly the election of— of X for sheriff on Long Island. 

Question. Was there a particular pressing need for one type of contribution over 
the other in the 1996 cycle? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how did that — what was the — ^what was the need? 

Answer. We were short of what’s called — sometimes is called hard dollars, some- 
times the/re called Federal dollars, because of the — ^you have a ratio. You’ve got to 
be able to have X percentage of one fund to be able to spend the other. And Wause 
there is a strict limit on the dollar amount of hard dollars — ^there’s a $25,000 yearly 
limit that an individual can give to candidates or committees. An individual can 
give $20,000 in hard dollars to the national committee. So they are scarce. 

Question. Were specific efforts undertaken to rsiise hard dollars? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how did that work? 

Answer. Just the pricing of events that — and I am not an expert in this. But just 
how they would — the kind of event, the WLF, the Women’s Leadership Forum, gen- 
erated, 97 percent of their money was hard, because it was lower dollar contnbu- 
tors. Saxophone Club. So there were strategies, yes, to have events that would bring 
in those hard dollars. Direct mail is all hard. 

Question. Is the DNC able to donate money to political PACs? 

Answer. I — I’m sorry, I don’t — I — ^you know, there — I’m not a lawyer. I’m not an 
FEC lawyer, but that’s why I have general counsels. 

Question. Are you familiar with Emily^s List? 

Answer. Generally, yeah. 

Question. And what does it do? 

Answer. It is — ^it supports generally women candidates, but I don’t think exclu- 
sively. 

Question. Is that a formal relationship with the DNC? 

Answer. No. I don’t think so. 

Question. Would — were there any ofilcial steps taken to recognize contributors to 
Emily’s List for DNC perks? 
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Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Have you had any conversations with DNC employees relating to 
Emily’s List? 

Answer. I had conversations related to training, to doing some — I don’t know that 
it was joint training. I don’t think it was joint training, but to make sure that we 
weren’t duplicating efforts. And there may have been — well, I vaguely remember 
some discussion about the thought of doing a joint event, but that’s a very vague 
recollection, between Emily’s List and the Women’s Leadership Forum. 

Question. I would just like to show you a memorandum to yourself, among others, 
from Harold Ickes, dated June 18, 1996, and premarked DNC 3116384. And it men- 
tions that there was an understanding, an rmderstanding that there was an agree- 
ment that there was to give $100,000 to Emily’s to be treated the same as DNC 
trustees, and it refers to possible problems. Do you recall seeing this document? 

Answer. You know, I vaguely recall this. You know that the — I don’t — the docu- 
ment makes me remember that, you know, there was some discussion about this, 
but I don’t frankly remember the disposition of this. 

Question. Do you recall whether you responded to Mr. Ickes? 

Answer. I don’t remember the disposition 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. Of it. 

Mr. Wilson. I marked this document BJT-11 for the record and submit it for the 
record. 

[Thomberry Deposition Exhibit No. BJT-11 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Are you familiar with the National Coalition of Black Voter Participa- 
tion? 

Answer. I am generally familiar with them. 

Question. And what is the organization? 

Answer. I believe that they are an organization that is focused on — at voter reg- 
istration in the African-American community. 

Question. Did the — do you have any knowledge of DNC employees recommending 
that in^viduals contribute directly to the National Coalition of Black Voter Partici- 
pation? 

Answer. That may — I don’t specifically remember the National Coalition of Black 
Voter Particmation. 

Question. Do you recall any other interaction with not-for-profit organizations? 

^swer. We were involved in some direct donors to voter registration projects, 
which, I might add, is perfectly legal. 

Question. Who was &e principm at the DNC who would have interacted with the 
not-for-profit organizations? 

Answer. It was probably Greg Moore. 

Question. Did anyone in your direct office interact with not-for-profit organiza- 
tions? 

Answer. What do you mean by my direct office? You mean the people in my 
group? 

Question. The people you work with most closely. 

Answer. No. I mean, I saw a list of potential voter registration projects, but I don’t 
know that anybody else in my office saw it. 

Question. Ajid who is Greg Moore? 

Answer. He was drauty political director during the ’96 cycle. 

Question. Are you famuiar with the Defeat 209 organization? 

Answer. Only very generally. 

Question. And what is your knowledge of that organization? 

Answer. That it was ti^ng to defeat the 209 proposition in California. 

Question. Were — did your — did you know of any contacts between the DNC and 
the Defeat 209 organization? 

Answer. I don’t know of any specific contacts between that organization and the 
DNC. I know that there was some outreach fiwm that effort, but I don’t know the 
specifics of that. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you know who at the DNC would have been involved? 

Answer. Minyon Moore. 

Question. Do you know if anybody at the DNC would have had — did have any 
interactions with the Vote Now ’96 organization? 

Answer. It would have been those same two people if there was. 
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Question. And also 

Answer. This activity and conversation is perfectly legal, I want to add, between 
these organizations and the DNC, as long as the DNC does not direct their activi- 
ties. 

Question. I am not making any suggestion that it isn’t. 

Answer. I just want to be clear. 

Question. That is perfectly acceptable. Are you familiar with the DNC Party Polit- 
ical Committee? 

Answer. Nope. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. Is “nope” acceptable, or do we just do no? 

Question. Do you know of anybody at the DNC contacting Mr. Harold Ickes di- 
rectly about not-for-profit organizations and contributions to not-for-profit organiza- 
tions? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Are you aware of anybody from the DNC contacting Warren Medoff, M- 
E-D-O-F-F? 

Answer. I am not. Now, let me caveat that by, I don’t believe so. The only person 
that might have had contact was the chairman. Chairman Fowler, and I do not be- 
lieve he did. 

Question. Have you had any — do you know Mark Middleton? 

Answer. I don’t know him. 

Question. Have you had any conversations with Mark Middleton? 

Answer. I have not. 

Question. Do you know of any requests that have come from Mark Middleton to 
your office? 

Answer. I don’t, I don’t remember any. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton served in any capacity on the DNC in 
1996 ? 

Answer. Well, you know, we looked — somebody asked us that question, and I don’t 
remember what the answer is. 

Question. Do you know of any situations in which the DNC made commitments 
to provide direct donations to specific candidates and organizations, or organizations 
in exchange for contributions to the DNC? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Are you aware of any directed donor activities involving union or union- 
controlled PACs? 

Answer. No, I don’t think so. 

Question. Are you familiar with The Share Group, S-H-A-R-E? 

Answer. They are a vendor with our direct mail program. 

Question. And have you had to work specifically with them? 

Answer. Just trying to get them paid. No, I don’t have any direct contact with 
the direct mail vendors or any other vendors. 

Question. What is their relationship with the DNC? 

Answer. They are a vendor. 

Question. And what are they vending? 

Answer. I don’t know. They do — they provide some service to direct mail. 

Question. Are you familiar with an organization called the November Group. 

The Witness. Excuse me, can I ask who the latest group is here? 

Mr. MOSCHELLA. We are attorneys with the Majority counsel. 

The Witness. But don’t I have a right to know who they are? 

Mr. Bossie. Dave Bossie, B-O-S-S-I-E. 

Mr. MOSCHELIA. William Moschella, M-O-S-C-H-E-L-L-A. 

Mr. Dhillon. Uttam Dhillon, I wiU give you my card. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Are you familiar with the November Group? 

Answer. Yeah. 

Question. Do you know what they do? 

Answer. They did media. 

Question. And what is the relationship between the November Group and the 
DNC? 

Answer. Well, I don’t know if I know that. I don’t know that I can describe what 
that is. 

Question. What has your involvement been with the November Group? 
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Answer. Well, I don’t — ^you know, I know the name November Group, but I can’t 
even remember who that incorporates. I think that it is Squier, Knapp, and Morris, 
but I don’t know that for sure. 

Question. Do they provide telemarketing services for the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t uiink they ever telemarketed for the DNC. 

Question. Do you know Martin Davis who is with the November Group? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson. That concludes my questioning of the witness. 

If we could go off the record for just a moment, please. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

The Witness. Am I responding to you now? 

Mr. Ballen. You are respon£ng to me now. So if you want to turn your chair 
around and be a little more comforteble, then you can 

Mr. Brand. Then you can’t see me. 

Mr. Ballen. I will be about 5 minutes. 

First of all, I want to thank you very much on behalf of the committee for coming 
forward today. We have been here now, it is 10 after 2:00 and we started at 10:00 
and we have gone without a lunch break and vou have been here for 4 hours testify- 
ing, and we appreciate the effort involved in that. I know that it is not an easy expe- 
rience to sit through a deposition. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. You are not a fund-raiser; are you? 

Answer. No, I’m not. 

Question. In fact, you were never a fiind-raiser at the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Your responsibilities were not to run the finance department; were 
they? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. You didn’t organize fund-raising events, maintain lists of contributors, 
solicit contributions; did you? 

Answer. That’s correct 

Question. In fact, your position was an administrative position to deal with per- 
sonnel problems, budgeting, cash flow and issues of the like; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And you are not a la^er either; are you? 

Answer. I am not and proud of it. 

Question. You have no leged training? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Your knowledge as to legal requirements comes from others? 

Answer. That’s correct 

Question. And while at the DNC, you have a general counsel that you consult 
with periodically to find out legal matters; is that correct? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. So when you testified as to legal or fund-raising matters before the com- 
mittee today, this was not directly related to your responsibilities or your actions 
as DNC executive director; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. There are some questions that Mr. Condit from California, one of our 
Members wanted to ask, as I did as well. 

Have you been asked by any other official investigative body to testify to provide 
evidence on any of the fund-raising or other matters being investigated by this com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Brand. I am going to object to that question. 1 just don’t see what relevance 
that has to any of this as to whether she has been subpoenaed or called to testify 
ansrwhere else, especially with respect to nonlegislative branch inquiries. 

Mr. Ballen. Well, can I ask a question as to the legislative branch? 

Mr. Brand. Sure. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Have you been questioned by any other — the Senate of the United 
States? 

Answer. I have given a deposition. 

Question. And did you provide documents to the Senate? 

Answer. Yes. And I just want the record to state I am here voluntarily, I was not 
compelled, nor was I compelled in the United States Senate. 
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Question. Can you estimate how much of your time has been spent in responding 
to requests from this committee for testimony, information, and documents? 

Answer. We have 13 separate subpoenas. Since October of 1996, probably 65 per- 
cent of my time has been spent — ^you know, it is hard for me to break down, but 
on related to these matters. 

Question. Since October, 65 percent of your time approximately has been spent 
responding to all of the various inquiries? 

Answer. Well, just the whole — ^yeah, 1 mean, let me be clear. We have gone 
through a whole variety of document productions. It is hard for me to break down 
the time spent in isolation on the House. All 1 can tell you is that we are simulta- 
neously at the DNC responding to 13 separate subpoenas and the demands of that 
and the press inquiries surrounding this matter. 

Question. In relation to your testimony, has the testimony you have given here 
today been in substance similar to the testimony you gave before the Senate? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And have you taken time from your job, your personal job to respond 
to the depositions that you have to undertake here? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you incurred expenses, or has your employer incurred expenses 
in relation to these activities? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Has the committee offered to reimbiurse you or your employer for the 
expenses incurred? 

Answer. I’m indemnified. 

Question. Do you know whether or not you or your employer will seek reimburse- 
ment from the committee for these expenses? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. So has this — you would — ^would it be fair to state that this entire pro- 
ceding has been both a burden for you personally and for your employer, or how 
would you characterize it? Let me ask you to characterize what you are going 
through. 

Answer. I mean, I — ^you know, this is not what I went into public service for. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wilson. I have three more questions. 

E3CAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did you provide personal documents to the Senate? 

Answer. I have provided everything that has been requested. I mean, I don’t know 
what you mean by “personal." 

Question. Have you provided documents that are not taken directly from your of- 
fice or from DNC files to the Senate? 

Answer. I have provided everything that is responsive. I don’t know what you 
mean. 

Question. Well, have you provided to the Senate papers or documents that you 
keep in your house? 

Answer. I don’t keep those kinds of documents in my house. 

Question. Do you know Skip Rutherford? 

Answer. I know his name; I do not know him . 

Question. Is Skip Rutherford a DNC employee? 

Answer. I think he was a consultant during the ’96 cycle. 

Question. And do you know what services he performed for the DNC? 

Answer. He was a specific consultant on Arkansas. 

Question. Do you know what his function was, what he particularly did during 
the ’96 cycle? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know what his salary w£is? 

Answer. I am — it was contract, and I’m sorry, I can’t remember specifically. 

Question. Do you know Tony Rodham? 

Answer. I know the name. 

Question. Is Mr. Rodham a DNC employee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know what he does for the DNC? 

Answer. He provides various consulting services. 

Question. Do you know specifically what consulting services he provides? 

Answer. From time to time he acts as spokesperson for the DNC and acts as a 
liaison to the business community. 

Question. Who does Mr. Rodham work with at the DNC? 
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Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Do you know who Mr. Rodham’s supervisor is? 

Answer. I don’t know that. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Rodham has an office in the DNC building? 

Answer. As far as I know, he does not. 

Mr. Wilson. I would like to thank you very much for taking the time out today. 
I have no further questions. 

The Witness. Thank you. 

Mr. Brand. Okay. 

[Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the deposition was concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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LEGAL OVERVIEW FOR CAMPAIGN STAFF 

Prepared for DNC Training Academy, 1995-96 Cycle 
Joe Sandler, General Counsel, DNC (202) 863-7110 
Neil Reiff, Deputy General Counsel, DNC (202) 479-5111 

Note: The legal issues reviewed in this outline ate complex. This overview should not be 
construed as l^al advice or opinions on specific hca. Cwpaigns are strongly encouraged to 
retain an attorney. DNC counsel are available to all Democratic campaigns for specific 
occasional questions and to recommend counsel. 

1. THE BASICS OF LEGAL COMPLIANCE 

A. Why it matters 

1 . Your opponents are looking to catch your campaign in a violation. 

2. In the current atmosphere, the press is looking us cover ethics/campaign 
finance violations. And they always devote a lot more coverage to the charges 
than to the outcome, so the key is to avoid giving the opposition any excuse to 
level charges to begin with. 

3. The FEC and state election authorities, and other agencies, are getting 
stricter about enforcement and levying heavier penalties. And legal fees divert 
precious campaign resources. 

4. Knowing how to use the titles will enable you to spend your campaign's 
resources more efficiently. 

5. Knowing the rules will enable you to do more effective opposition research- 
--catch your opponent in a violation instead of having it done to you. 

B. How you do it 

1. Get a lawyer! At least have someone on call for specific 
questions/problems. If you don't know who to ask, call us. 

2. Get a working knowledge of the basic issues and problem areas-that's what 
this outline is for. 

3. If you don't know, ask. Never assume. The rules often don't make sense, 
they change often and even when the written rules don't change, 
agency/press/public interpretations/spin often do. 


BJT - 1 
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4. Hire a competent compliance person to be responsible for screening and 
processing contributions, recordkeeping and filing reports with the FEC (or 
state authorides). Don't rely on volunteers unless the person has proven 
ability. This is not an area in which to scrimp. 

II. FEDERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE 

Contiibudons to and spending by campaigns for U.S. Senate and House are governed 
by the Federal Elecdon Campaign Act and the rufos of the Fedenl Election Commission 
(FEC). 


A. Registration 

1. Raising m spending over SS.OOO makes the person a 'candidate*. 

2. Money spent on 'testing the waters* doesn't count. 

a But contiibudons raised are sdli subject to federal limits and 
prohibidons. 

• If person becomes a candidate money raised to test the waters must 
be reported. 

a Testing the waters is acdvity such as polling, travel, etc. to 
determine whether to run— not acdvely promoting candidacy. 

3. Once a person becomes a ‘candidate* 

a Within IS days, must file Statement of Candidacy, designating 
principal campaign committee, with Secretary of Senate or Clerk of the 
House, and Secretary of State. 

a Within 10 days after that, must register with FEC by filing Statement 
of Organizadon with Secretary of Senate/Qerk of House, and Secretary 
of State. 

B. Contributioiis-Liniits and Restrictions 

1. Individuals: $1,000 per elecdon 

a Individuals can contribute $2S,000, in the aggregate, to all federal 
candidate and committees, per calendar year. Contiibudons to 
candidates count in the year of the elecdon. 


rniHi 
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2. Federal PACs that are multi-candidale'. SS.OOO per election. 

3. Primary and general count as separate elections. 

• After the primary, campaign cannot receive contributions for the 
primary uqIess it has a debt=outstanding debts and invoices the day 
after the primary election minus the same day's cash on hand. 

• After the primary, can only raise primary conDibutions sufficient to 
pay off that debt. 

4. Candidate can contribute unlimited personal funds to his/her campaign. 

• Must be assets over which candidate himself or herself has legal 
control. Includes income from trusts, interest, dividends and bequests. 

a If candidate has property or assets that are jointly owned by his or 
her spouse, only half may be utilized by the campaign (without limit). 

a Candidate can loan money to his/her campaign, at commercially 
reasonable rale of interest. If transfer is firri reported as a loan, 
candidate can forgive it (assuming above conditions are met). 

5. Minors; must be made knowingly by the minor and (torn the minor's own 
funds. 

6. State officials running for federal office; caruiot transfer guy funds from a 
state campaign to a federal campaign, no matter where those funds came from. 

7. Prohibited contribudons; 

• Corporations 

• Labor unions 

• Incorporated trade associations and membership organizations-e.g., 
non-profit organizations. (Note; these groups can form federal PACs, 
who can give, but the organizations themselves cannot give their own 
money). 

• Foreign nationals (must be citizen or hold green card) 

• Federal government contractors. 

8. Partnership contributions; S1,(X)0 per election jrius counts against partners' 
individual limits in accordance with partnership interests unless partners agree 
to divide the contribution some other way. 
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9. In-ldnd contributions: anything of value icceive by the campaign, for less 
than full market value, is a contributioo, subject to all of the above. 


• Be espedally careful about free can and planes, and free or reduced 
rent for offices-theae are in-kind contributions, and if accepted from a 
company, (the usual case) are iiieyai (See also below re working with 
cotporalioos and labor unions) 


• Cknporale/union planes: must pay company/union equivalent first- 
class air frre iqi front 

• Exceptions: volunteer can spend iq> to Sl.OOO/year of her own funds 
on transportation; individual can host event in her home and spend up to 
S1,(XXI, does not count as contribution. 

10. Loans-must be from a bank on normal commercial terms, or else counts 
I a contribution. 


Fundraising and Handling Contributions 

1. Disclaimers-all materials that solicit money must say 


S' 


• 'Paid for by [official name of candidate's committee]' 

a 'Federal law requires political committees to report the name, 
mailing address, occupation and name of employer for each individual 
whose cootribudans aggr^aie in excess of $200 in a calendar year.* 

• Solicitation must request donor to provide occupation and employer 
(and see best efforts rules, below). 

• 'Contributions to [name of committee] are not tax deductible.' Must 
appear in same size type as primary message and on the same side. 
R^uired by IRS rules. 

2. Cash contributions: limited to $100. Must have record of name, address 
amount Sc date of contribution. 


3. Anonymous contributions: limited to $50. 

4. Checks— Husband A wife can give $2,000 per election, in one check, if 
from Joint account and both husband A wife sign the check. 

• If only one has signed, can ask contributor to reattribute half the 
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contribution to his/her spouse. Must be in writing, signed by spouse, 
within 60 days of receiving contribution. 

5. Checks-primary and general; One check can be sent for S2,000, with 
$1,000 designated for the primary and $1,000 for the general. 

• If undesignated, a contribudon automatically counts towards the next 
election (after the date contribution is made). 

• If an undesignated check for $2,000 comes in (or $4,000 from 
husband and wife), donor(s) can redesignate $1,000 (or $2,000 from 
husband/wife) to a difierent election. Must be in writing, signed by 
contributor and done within 60 days of receiving contribution. 

6. 'Earmarked* or ‘bundled* contributions: a check made payable to the 
campaign, but sent by the donor physically to some other person or entity (the 
'conduit*) who then turns it over to your campaign. 

• Conduit must turn over conoibudon to the campaign within 10 days 
of getting it. 

a Contribudon counts urwards the donor's limits-the person who wrote 
the check-Qfit the conduit's. 

a Conduit must be disclosed on EEC report, as well as the donor. 

a Prohibited sources cannot serve as a conduit. 

' 7. All contribudons must be attributed to the person or endty who actually 
provides the funds. Making or accqmng a contribudon from someone where 
someone else provided the funds b a very serio us offeme- otten resultliie in 
rrimlMl ll»hlllrv This applies to any attempt by a coipotadon (or 

L incorporated organizadon) to reimburse an employee or someone else for a 
contribudon. ^ 

8. If the legality of a contribudon is quesdonable, the campaign must 
determine its legality within 30 days of deposit, or refund it. If the campaign 
learns after depositing the check that it is illegal, the campaign has 30 days to 
refund the check. 

D. Spending Campaign Funds 

I . Campaign funds must be spent only for purposes related to the campaign. 
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2. Excess funds and assets from primary campaign can be used without limit 
for general election campaign (as long as primary does not have debt) 

3. Excess campaign funds (i.e., campaign does not go into debt) can be 
donated without limit to national and state patty committees and charities. 

4. 'Personal use* rules: candidate cannot use campaign funds to fulfill any 
obligation or expense that would exist i r respe c tive of the candidate's campaign. 
Examples of whu cannot be paid include: 

• Costs of residence and food for candidate or spouse. 

• Mortgage, rent and utility payments on a residence, even if used by 
the campaign. 

• Dues to any country or health club. 

a Payment for admission to events, concerts, theater, etc., unless part 
of a specific fundraising activity. 

• Payment of salary to any family member, unless family member is 
providing bona fide services to campaign. FEC has been unable to 
agree on whether campaign can pay salary to candidate himself. 

a Legal expenses-must be reasonably be related to campaign. 

Members of House and Senate can set up legal defense Kinds in 
accordance with ethics rules. 

• Travel-for mixed campaign/personal travel, candidate must 
reimburse the campaign within 30 days for applicable share. Note 
complex relation to House/Senate ethics rules regarding officially 
connected travel. 

3. Disclaimers: All stationery, materials, literature, eto. must have 
disclaimer: 'Paid for by (name of authorized committee].' 

a Must be 'clear and conspicuous'. 

a Exceptions: small items such as bumper stickers, buttons, pens. 

a TV & radio spots: Must have above disclaimer. In TV spots, must 
be at least 4% of vertical picture height, for at least 4 seconds, at the 
beginning or end of the spot. (FCC rules). 
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• Remember IRS disclaimer for fundraising soUcitalions! 

E. Recordkeeping and Reporting 

1. Recordkeeping 

(a) Receipts 

• Record must be kept for all conBibutions over $50, of donor's 
name and address. 

• For contributions over $200, most get donor's occupation and 
employer. 

• ’Best efforts:* If donor does not identify occupation or 
employer, a second request (oral or written) must be made and 
documented within 30 days. When additional information is 
received, amended reports must be filed with the FEC no later 
than the due date of die nest report. 

(b) Disbursements 

• All disbursements over $100 must be made by check. 

• Record must be kept of amount, date, name and address of 
person or company being paid, and purpose for all 
disbursements. 

• For disbursements over $200, you must keep receipt, invoice 
or cancelled check. 

e Disbursements under $100 can be made using a petty cash 
fund; but record must be kept as above. 

2. Repotting 

(a) What: reports must be filed on FEC forms or using software 
generating forms approved by FEC. 

(b) On reports, campaign will be required to itemize: 

a All contributions in excess of $200 per year from any one 
individual or FAC. 
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• All disbursements in excess of $200 per year. 

• Loans from any source. 

• Oebts-any obligation over SSOO or any debt under that which 
is more than 30 days due. 

(c) When: for 1996 

April 15, 1996 ( covering through 3/31/96) 

July IS, 1996 (through 6/30/9Q 
October 15, 1996 (through 9/30/96) 

October 24, 19% (through 10/16/%) 

December 5, 19% (through 11/25/96) 

Jan. 31, 1997 (through 12/31/96) 

• 48 hour reports : within 20 days of any election, each 
contribution of $1,0(X) or more must be disclosed within 48 
hours of receipt on special FEC form. 

• Primary- campaign must file pre-primary report-varies 
depending on date of primary. 

(d) Where: File with Secretary of Senate or Clerk of the House. 

F. Support from Party Committees 

1. House candidates: 

• National and state party committees can each contribute $5,000, in 
cash or in-ldnd, per election. 

• DCCC can expend up to specified amount (about $31,000 for 1996) 
on behalf of House can^date (441a(d)). 

2. Senate candidates: 

• DNC and DSCC combined can contribute $17,500 in cash or in 
kind, for all elections. State party can contribute $5,000 per election. 

• DSCC can spend specified amount directly on behalf of candidate- 
amount varies fiom state to state (441a(d)). 

3. House & Senate candidates: state parties can pay for certain 'exempt 
activities' including- 
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• Mailings handled by volunteers and literature and visibility 
distributed by volunteers, if certain conditions are met. 

• Distribution or mailing of slate cards. 

• No limit on what state parties can spend under these exemptions. 

See separate outline on le^ framework for coordinated campaigns. 

4. State patty cannot lend its non]Hofit postal permit to any candidate, but can 
use the permit to make mailings for a candidate with state party's own funds. 

G. Working for incumbents 

House and Senate ethics rules are complex. A few very basic points: 

1. Staffer may work on Member's campaign on his/her own lime, 
vtriunteering services. Note: cannot lay out personal funds for campaign 
expenses beyond FEC exemptions. 

2. Annual leave, vacation and personal leave may be used to work on 
campaign for pay (by the campaign). 

3. Official office space, equipment and supplies cannot be used for campaign 
purposes. Caruiot install campaign equipment in House or Senate office. 

4. Cannot use campaign mailing lists on any House or Senate fecilities. 

5. Staff members cannot contribute to Member's campaign. Staff cannot 
solicit other staffers or any federal employee for a contribution. 

6. No funds can be solicited or received in any federal ot congressional office 
building. If unsolicited contribution is received in Senate or House office, 
must be forwarded to campaign within 7 days. 

7. Special Senate rule: Senator may designate up to 3 paid staffers to solicit 
and handle campaign funds. Other paid Senate staff caimot solicit or handle 
funds at all, even on their own time. 

in. HOW OTHER ORGANlZA-nONS PLAY-FOR AND 

AGAINST YOUR CAMPAIGN 

A. Working with corporations and labor unions 
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1. Corporations and unions can communicate with the general public about 
candidates and issues as long as they do not 'expressly advocate' the election 
or defeat of a candidate 

(a) The idea is that corporations and unions have a constitutional right 
to engage in issue advocacy, including criticizing or praising elected 
officials, who are or may be candidates, for their positions or actions on 
issues and legislation. T^ 'express advocacy' standard is supposed to 
distinguish such protected issue advocacy from political 'express’ 
advocacy of the election or defeat of a candidate, which the federal law 
can prohibit such groups from doing. 

(b) The FEC defines 'express advocacy* to include not only language 
including such phrases as 'vote for' or 'against', but any language 
which 

when taken as a whole and with limited reference to external events, 
such as the proximity to the election, could only be interpreted by a 
reasonable person as containing advocacy of the election or defeat [of a 
candidate] because— 

- the electoral portion of the communication is unmistakable, 
unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning; and 

- reasonable minds could not difrer as to whether it encourages actions 
to elect or defeat one or more clearly identified candidatefs) or 
encourages some other kind of action, 

such as contacting a legislator to approve or disapprove of her position 
on a legislative issue. 


(c) Corporations and unions can pay for communications to the 
general public (advertising, voter guides, voter registration materials) 
talking about candidates if the language frdls short of 'express 
advocacy'. In other words, it's okay if the language criticizes or praises 
candidates for their positions on issues in a way that suggests the reader 
is supposed to contact them about the issues, rather than vote for or 
against them. 

(d) But these communications cannot be coordinated with any candidate 
or political party. If communications ga coordinated, they count as an 
illegal corporate contribution, under FEC rules-even if they do not 
meet the 'express advocacy* standard. 
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2. Specific activities directed to the general public: 

(a) Can distribute voter registration information, as long as it does not 
include express advocacy 

(b) Voter guides: 

e Can say anything short of excess advocacy if there is no 
contact whatsoever with any campaign or patty OL 

e Can ask for written responses from candidates, but then all 
candidates must be includ^ and voter guide must be more 
neunal-no electioneering message 

(c) GOTV: must not include express advocacy and cannot be targeted 
to supporters of a candidate or to members of a particular party, and 
cannot be coordinated with candidate or party 

3. Comorations can use their own funds to expressly ad vocate election or 
defeat of candidates only in communicatjons to their own stockholders and 

administrative and executive personnel: unions can do the same, to members of 

the union and their families 

(a) Candidate can appear on corporate premises to meet above persons; 
if introduced to otha employees, must be on nonpartisan basis. 

(b) Use of corporate or union ftcilities by candidate/state party must be 
reimbursed at usual and normal commercial rate. 

(c) Corporate employees may volunteer for candidate/party on their own 
time and make 'incidental, isolated or incidental* use of their offices; 
corp. must be reimbursed for increased overhead. 

(d) Unions can allow candidate to address its members at a meeting, 
convention or other union function. Can be completely partisan. 

(e) Union can pay for phone banks directed at its own members and 
their bmilies, expressly advocating election of a particular candidate 

(f) Use of union bcilities (e.g., phones) by party/campaign for general 
campaign activity directed at public (e.g. phone banks) must be 
reimbursed at usual and normal commercial rate 
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time and make ’incidental, isolated or incidental* use of their offices; 
corp. must be reimbursed for increased overhead. 

(g) Special, more restrictive rules ^ly to use of corporate or union 
focilities for fundraising. 

B. Working with (and against) non-profit organixations 

1. Tax law rules-overview 

(a) S01(c)(3) organizatiofis 

a Contributions to organiaadon are tax-deductible. 

• Caiuiot engage in any partisan activity whatsoever. 

• Can lobby on issues, but limited. 

• Can engage in nonpartisan voter registration and GOTV under 
strict ERS guidelines/ should be no contact with candidate or 
party on how or where. 

• Churches are S01(c)(3)‘s; distribution of voter guides that are 
in fact partisan is a violation of tax status. 

(b) SO 1(c)(4) organizations 

• Conbibutions are not tax-deductible, 
a Can lobby freely on issues. 

• C:an engage in political/partisan activity (subject to campaign 
finance rules) but may face special tax for doing so. 

t Political activity cannot be ’primary purpose’ of the 
organization. 

2. FEC Rules 

(a) In general, incorporated membership organizabons cannot use their 
own funds for communications that 'expressly advocate' the election or 
defeat of any federal candidate or candidates of an identified political 
party-all of rules applicable to corporations and unions apply (see 
above). 
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(b) Incorporated membership groups can send communications to their 
own members 'expressly advocating* the election or defeat of 
candidates— in other wo^, with communications to members, anything 
goes. 

(c) A (c)(4) can conduct voter registration or (K)TV as long as any 
communications it makes or distributes in trying to register people do 
not 'expressly advocate' the election or defeat of any candidate and its 
activities are not coordinated with any candidate or party (see rules for 
corporations and unions above). 

(d) Certain 'ideological' corporations are allowed to make 
independent expendioires that 'expressly advocate' the election or 
def^ of candidates. To qualify for this special exemption, an 
incorporated group- 

• must have been founded for the purpose of promoting political ideas, 
rather than engaging in business activities, and must not engage in 
business activities 

• must not offer incentives, such as credit cards, insurance, etc. , that 
might make people want to stay as members if they disagree with the 
group's position on issues; and 

• must not accept contributions from business corporations. 


C. Independent expenditures 

1. Individuals and PACs can make unlimited independent expenditures to 
support or oppose a federal candidate. Contributions and expenditures must be 
teported to the FEC and conDibudons are subject to all fede^ limits and 
restrictions. 

• Independent expenditure committees and other PACs can accept 
$S,000/year from an individual or another federal PAC. 

2 . Such efforts must be truly independent. 

• Cannot be coordinated in any way with the candidate, campaign or 
any agent of the campaign; bas^ tm any information about the 
campign's plans or needs provided by any agent of the campaign; or 
made by anyone associated with the campaign. 
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• Use of common consultants, employees, etc. raises presumption of 
coordination. 

IV. STATE CAMPAIG N F INANCE LA W 

A. Basics 

1. Conthbutioos to and expenditures by slate and local campaigns are 
governed by state laws, which vary widely. 

2. Some states have practically no restrictions, while others have highly 
restrictive schemes similar to federal law. 

B. Issues- here is a brief checklist of what you need to find out in your slate 

1. From what sources are contributions permissible? 

• Corporations? 

• Labor unions? 

• State-registered PACs? 

• Restrictions on giving by stale-regulated entities, e.g., casinos or 
utilities? 

2. What are the limitations on contributions u> your campaign from each of the 
above sources? 

3. When is your campaign required to register with state authorities, and with 
what forms? 

4. What are the duties of the treasurer? 

5. What are limits on cash and anonymous contributions? 

6. What are disclaimer requirements for fundraising solicitations and 
campaign materials and advertisements? 

7. Are there restrictions on earmarking and bundling? 

V. MEDIA AND COMMUNICATIONS 

A. Access to Broadcast Stations 

1 . Reasonable access: a station can have its license revoked for repeated and 
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willful ^ure to permit purchase of reasonable amounts of time. 

• Applies only to federal candidates. 

• Applies 45 days before primary and 60 days before general. 

• Station must make commercial dme available in same types, classes 
and lengths of program time available to commercial advertisers. 

• Stations can refuse to sell dme during news programs. 

2. Payment: Stadons can require federal candidates to pay no more than 7 
days in advance of the 1st spot in the week's schedule. 

3. u>west umt tiXt'. WiOUn 43 days of pnmaiy and bU days of general, 
stadon must charge candidate lowest unit rate for same class and amount of 
dme for the same period. 

(a) Applies to state and local as well as federal candidates. 

(b) Defined by three basic criteria: 

(i) Class (see below) 

(ii) Unit of dme Gongth of spM) 

(iii) Period~what dme of day 

(c) Stadons are permitted to have a number of classes of dme, which 
makes applicadon of the rule extremely complex: 

• Fixed posidon-guaranteed to run at certain dme 

• Non-preempdble~ Can run at any dme during designated 

period but cannot be bumped. 

• Preempdble with nodce- can be preempted with nodce, 
somedmes with opportunity to pay higher price 

• Run of schedule- can be scheduled any dme and preempted 
without nodce. 

(d) Stadons can create different classes of immediately preempdble 
dme, with different probabiiides at different prices. 

(e) Theoredcally stadons are not supposed to charge candidates more 
for non-preempdble dme when valu^ commercial advertisers who buy 
preempdble dme in fact rarely or never have their spots preempted-but 
this can be extremely difficult to analyze and detect. 


DNC 1485582 



691 


16 

(0 Different rotations if objectively and fairly defined and applied, 
count as different periods of time. 

({) Stations are supposed to make complete disclosure to candidates of 
all the different clas» and rates, including probability of preemption, 
and all varieties of discount packages and de^ made available to 
commercial advertisers. 

(h) Push your media buyer to make sure they find out everything 
possible and do not get taken advantage of!! 

4. Equal opportunities doctrine 

(a) Applies to state and local as wdl as federal candidates. 

(b) Triggered by your opponent's ‘use* of a broadcast station, which is 
defined to mean any positive appearance, by picture or voice, of the 
candidate, whether or not voluntary or auttorized by the candidate. 

a A use can be paid advertising or a program, and includes ads 
where the store owner appears and is running for office, 
ministers on church programs, talk show hosts who become 
candidates, etc. 

(c) Exemptions: 

a Bona fide newscasts. 

a Bona fide nhws interviews (including interviews on segments 
of entertainment and talk shows). 

a News documentaries. 

a On the spot coverage of bona fide news events (which 
includes most debates). 


(d) When opponent makes a 'use,* your campaign must request equal 
"y opportunities within 7 days of that use-& should be made in writing. 


(e) Your campaign is then entitled to equal opportunity, which means 
equal as to cost (free for free), no discrimination in rates and charges 
for paid uses, and comparable part of day and length of time. 


« Station does not have to offer identical program or time of 
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day. 


• Other factors, e.g., format, should be considered^ 

B. Fairness, libel and slander 


cJZ, 
Ft 


1. There is no more ’fairness doctrine* that required broadcasters to affoid 
reasonable opportunity for presentatian of contrasting views on issues of public 
importance. 


2. Several narrow doctrines remain On additioo to above): 

(a) 'Zapple Doctrine'-When supporters of a candidate buy time to 
advocate candidate's election or defeat of opponent, the opponent's 
supporters must be offered an opportunity to buy time to respond. 

e Applies 45 days before primary and 60 days before general 
election. 

0>) Political editorials: An official station editorial that endorses or 
opposes a candidate requires notification to the candidate opposed, 
within 24 hours, offering an onnrtunity to respond, for free, for a 
comparable time period at a comparable time of day. 

(c) Personal attack rule: If the honesty, character or integrity of a 
person or group is attacked- 

e during a program that is a presentatioa of views on a 
controversial issue of public importance (can include a paid issue 
advertisement) 


e where the attack is made by someone other than another 
candidate or persons associated with the candidate in the 
campaign 

a then, person or group attacked must be notified by the suuon, 
within a week, and provided an opportunity to respond, for free. 

3. Libel and slander; 


(a) Generally, candidates are 'public figures’ which means that, in 
general, they caiuiot successfully assert a claim for libel or slander 
unless they can show that the statement was made with 'actual malice" - 
- meaning with actual knowledge that it was false or reckless disregard 
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or public controversy do not have to meet this standard-a libel action 
can be brought based on simple negligence, that is, the statement was 
false and the person who made it did not use ordinary care in 
determining its truth. 

(c) 'Public figure* standard will often ^ly to groups who inject 
themselves into political or issue debates- but be careful about naming 
purely private groups and individuals who get caught up in a situation. 
Depending on facts and circumstances, the lewer standard could apply. 


VI. TAX ISSUES 

A. Tax status of campaigns 

I . Campaigns are exempt from tax as political committees under section S27 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

(a) File Form 1120-POL due March IS each year. 

(b) Generally no tax is due on contribution income as long as all 
expenditures are for campaign purposes. 

• Sales of campaign materials as a premium for donations do 
not result in laxidile income but 

e Sales of other items or business ventures (e.g., affinity cards) 
if not structured properly may result in taxable income. 

(c) Tax is due on interest earned on funds and other 'non-exempt* 
income. 

(d) CcmpUy campaigns are qqI exempt from sales tax in their states. 

B. Campaigns sts employers 

1 . Do not retain people as consultants rather than employees unless they truly 
meet most of the key IRS criteria: 

a Have their own office- i.e., does not work only in the campaign's 


imSiMniinillSflllfil DNC 1485585 



694 


19 

offices. 

• Limited duration of contract (i.e,. not indefinite). 

• Allowed to and does work for other cliena besides the campaign, 
a Does not supervise employees of the campaign. 

a Does not use, as assistanu, employees of the campaign, 
a Written contract. 

2. For' all employees, remember to file and obfain: 

a Income tax withholding (federal and state) 
a FICA/Medicare tax 
a Workmen's Compensation 
a FUTA 

3. Paying election day workers: 

a Payments to individuals in excess of $100 per year require payment 
of nCA 

. a Payments in excess of ISO per year teqiitie payment of FUTA 

a Distributors may be considered employees, subject to income tax 
withholding, if car^I records are not k^. 
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LEGAL framework FOR STATE PARTIES 

Prepared for ASDC Spring 1995 Retreat, Chicago 
April 1, 1995 

Joe Sandler, General Counsel, DNC 202-863-7110 

Nell Reiff, Deputy General Counsel, DNC 202-479-5111 

Karl SandstroB, General Counsel, ASDC 202-479-5121 

Jane Hedgepeth, Chief Financial Officer, Texas Democratic Party 

512-478-8746 


I. the BASICS 

X. Stste parties must Baintaln separata federal and non- 
federal bank aeoouats 

1 . Federal account — contributions subject to federal law 

2. Non-federal account — contributions subject to state 

law 

B. Bzpandltuas — 2 issues 

1. Do we have the legal ability to spend this money 
without violating any contribution or expenditure limit? 

2. If so, what kind of money do we use to pay for it — 
how much federal, how much non-federal? 

C. Coordinated campaign is legally just a project of the 
state party — no separata legal identity 

n. CONTRIBUnONS TO FEDERAL ACCOUNT 

A. Federal aeeount can accept contributions from: 

1. Individuals to State party: 55,000 per calendar year 

• Individuals: 525,000 per calendar year aggregate 
to all federal candidates and committees. 

• Contributions to state party always count in 
calendar year of contribution 

• Contributions to candidates count in calendar 
year of election 

2. Federally-registered PACs to state party: 55,000 

per calendar year 
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• Note: state PACs are not federally registered 

3. Transfers froB DNC Federal account: unlimited, but 
note "transfer down" restrictions below. 

4. Transfers from: 

• ASDC Dollars for Democrats: unlimited 

• Democratic State Party Victory Fund: unlimited 

5. Contributions from federal candidates: 

— $5,000 but 

— Unlimited "excess campaign funds" (no debt) or 
— As compensation for goods or services (possibly, 
except for ongoing fundraising program) . 

6 . Building fund — to pay mortgage on building and 
fixtures on building owned by state party, can accept 
contributions from corporations, unions, PACs and 
unlimited from individuals raaardleee of state law. 

B. Prohibited eomtr ibutiens : regardless of what state law 
providas, you cannot accept into any account, federal or non- 
federal, contributions from: 

1. Foreign nationals Including foreign corporations. 

2. National banXs. 

3. Federal contractors (federal account only). 

C. solloltiag eoBtrihutloms 

1. Must use proper disclaimer : "Your eeatributlom will 
be used ia oeaaeetloa with federal elaetioas aad is 
subject te the llmitatieas aad prohibitieas of the 
Federal Blaetiea Campaiga Act. Paid for by the 
Daaocratle Party. Coatributloas are not tax deductible 
for federal income tax purposes." 

2. Hake chec)cs payable to " Democratic 

Party/ FEDERAL ACCOUNT". 

3. "Best efforts" rule: 

• Must obtain occupation and employer for every 
contribution aggregating over $200/calendar year 

• All solicitations must contain the following 

language: "Federal law requires political 

committees to report the name, mailing address. 
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occupation and nama of aaployar for aacta individual 
~ vhosa contributions ag^ragata in axcasa of $200 in 
a calandar yaar.** 

• A second request for missing information, either 
oral or in writing, must be made, and documented; 

• Committees must review their own records to 
search for information that may not have been 
supplied by the donor; and 

• Vlhan additional information is received, amended 
reports must be filed with the FEC no later than 
the due date of the committee's next FEC report. 

4. Can solicit donors who have maxed out to a candidate 
but funds donated must not be earmarked for particular 
candidates . 


D. Za-kind contributions 

1. Anything of value (less than usual and normal charge) 
received by the state party counts as a contribution 
except— 

• An individual's volunteer service to the 
state party; 

• A volunteer's own food and lodging expenses; 

• An individual's own travelling expenses, up to an 
aggregate of $ 2,000 per calendar year, incurred 
while doing volunteer work; 


• Expenditures for invitations, food and beverages 
by an individual, up to an aggregate of $2,000, for 
meetings, rallies and parties held in the 
individual's own home or a community room; 

• Discounts by a vendor of food and beverages which 
do not exceed $ 2,000 in a calendar year, provided 
that the price charged is no less than the actual 
cost for those goods; and 

• Free legal and accounting services for FEC 
compliance . 

2. Federal limits and prohibitions apply to in-kinds. 
But where state law allows contribution from source of 
the in-kind (e.g,, union or corporation), under FEC 
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ruling state party gan taKe iX- 

• for administrative or fundraising 

• by transferring value of federal share from 
federal to non-federal account before in-kind 
contribution is accepted. 


B . Loans 


1. Can only be from a bank , on arm's length terms; 
otherwise it's a contribution and counts against the 
limits. 

2. Guarantees and collateral provided by anybody count 
as a contribution. 

3. Loans to federal account must be repaid from federal 
account. 


m. EXPENDrrURES / DlSBURSl 




tk. Types of Expenditures 

1. Administrative 

2 . Generic 

3. Fundraising 

4. Candidate-specific 

B. Administratlvez everbaad, staff, rant, utilities, general 
office phonos, aguipment, supplies, aestings, trainings, etc. 

1. No limit. 


2. Paid on ballot allocation ratio ("state split"). 

C. aanorles materials, madia, phones, etc. vbiob do not 
mention naam, use picture or otharvisa specifically identify a 
candidate — but can say "Vote Democrat", "Support the Democratic 
ticket," etc. and i issues/themes are oltay. 

1. No limit. 

2. Paid on "state split." 

3. No volunteer component needed and no other 

restrictions . 
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MA-v' 


Fundraisiag •xpM***- 



1. No limit. 


2. Paid on "fundi racaivad" mathod: fadaral/non-fadaral 
split aqual to tha fadaral/non-fadaral split of tha 
ravanua racaivad. 


• Small dollar avants from individuals**can ba all 
hard monay, must ba paid for all hard monay 

• Estiaata split for avant and pay bills 
accordingly 

• Adjust split to actual within 60 days of avant 
and maka nacassary transfars. 


I. Caadldata-spaeifie 

1. Limits OB eoBtributioBa/asrpa&dituras to fadaraX 
eaadidataa by stata partlas; 

• $5,000 par alaction, cash or in-kind 


• "44la(d) authority*'^ spaeial lagal right to spand 
monay for fadaral Housa or Sanata candidate (in** 
kind only) in tha ganaral alaction 

• Each of OKC and stata party starts with aqual 

authority but yfUaXlY tg gCCC fHMtt) and 

Dsec ( Sanata l —«e don't count on hav ing any 

• Mousa- approxiawtaly $31,000 par CD in '96. 
(Exact nuabar to ba announcad latar) . Each of tha 
stata and ONC start with this such. 

• Sanata- varias stata by stata 

2. "Xsaapt aetivitiaa": Expandituras which can Mention 

fadaral candidate s by naiw but do not EfiPOS U 

eontrlbutions/axpandituras and so are not subiact to any 
llMlt . 




CaapaipB Materials 




a. Typical usas: 



• mailings 

• lit'^brochuras . 
handbills 

• visibility (bumpar 
stickers, signs, ate.) 


' uvJ< ■ 
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_ b. Limits and conditions 

• Must be distributed or handled by volunteers 

• Any mailing must have volunteer component; 

FEC getting stricter (will detail in 
later coordinated campaign training) 

c. No broadcast or print advertising! 

d. Federal share of expense cannot be paid 
from federal funds transferred down bv PNC 

(11) Slate eards 

a. Definition: 3 or more candidates, party 
and name only — no additional information 

b. Limits and conditions 

• Can be mailed freely (paid diract mall) 

• Ho transfer down problem 
(ill) OOTV — phone banks, rallies 

a. On behalf of presidential/ vice-presidential 
nominees only — not US Senate or House except 
"incidentally” flc if candidate buys in Q£ if 
441a (d) is used 

b. BUT arguably can prepare list based on 
US Senate/House candidate prefarence-(Bultiple 
candidate voter l.d.) for later use 'for 
generic GOTV phoning 

c. Phoning must be done by volunteers but can 
be trained/supervised by paid staff + given 
food , expense money 

d. Cannot pay federal share with DNC money 

3. Allocation of any candidate-specific activity: Based 
on space or time devoted to each candidate. 

• Example: Phone call, remember to get out and vote 
for Smith for Senate and Jonas for Governor: 1/2 
federal, 1/2 non-fadaral 

4. Activities for Clinton/Gore prior to 
nomination. 
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• Primary coDmittee is partially publicly funded 
and subject to overall spending limit 

• Specific campaign materials are an in-kind 
contribution which counts towards $5,000 limit and 
towards campaign's spending limits — so can't do it 
this way 

• Availability of exempt activities prior to 
nomination — open guestion, will advise state 
parties 

• aenesall; no problem during '95 in distributing 
materials promoting President's agenda, positions, 
accomplishments, criticizing COP for same, without 
reference to the election — depends on exact 
language and timing 

• State parties cannot do any paid media or 
advertising for Clinton/Gore '96 at any time 

P. Paying for allocable azpenaas 

1. Cut checks for lOOt from federal account. 

2. Then! 

• Advance allocable portion from non-federal to 
federal 10 days before federal check is cut or — 

• Reimburse allocable portion from non-federal to 
federal within 60 days after federal check is cut 

C. Statas «ltb strict state lavs, l.s., nea-fsderal money 
more difficult to ralaa than federal: okay to use more federal 
money than pamittad by state split for administrative expenses. 

>. Disclalaara on onpondituras 

1. 441a(d) : "Paid for by the Democratic Party and 

authorized by [name of candidate committee]". 

2. Generic activities: "Paid for by Democratic 

Party" . 

3. Exempt activities: FEC rulemaking pending. 

4 Non-federal — be sure to follow state law if you 
mention non-federal candidate. In some cases, treasurer, 
etc. may have to be named. 
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IV. RECORDKEEPING AND JtEPORTlNG-OVERVIEW 

X. Whaa (if filing quartarly) 

1. Off yaar (1995) — if a quartarly filer 

• July 31, 1995: covaring Jan I — Juna 30 1995 

• Jan 31, 1996: covaring July 1 — Dec. 31, 1995 

2 . Election year 

April 15 (through 3/31) 

July IS (through 6/30) 

Oct. IS (through 9/30) 

Pra-primary — 12 days before prinary 

Pra-ganaral: due Oct. 24, 1996 covering through 

Oct. 16 (nailed Oct. 21 if by cartifiad nail) 

Post -general: due Dec. 5, 1996 covering through 

Nov. 25 

B. Reporting contributions 

1. Need for systen to track nane, address, occupation, 
enployer, anount and data as checks are racalved; we can 
work with state parties on software packages 

2. All contributions nust be attributed to the person or 
entity who actually provides the funds. Reporting a 
contribution fren soaeona in the naaa of BOBaona else is 
a very serious offense— often resulting in eriainnl 
liability. This applies to any atteapt by a corporation 
to reimburse an enployee for an individual contribution. 

3. Checks must be deposited within 10 days of receipt. 


C. Reporting Rzpandltures 

1. Need for system to capture name, address, date and 
anount for every check; code type of expenditure as above 

2. Overview of allocation schedules 

• HI — 1st report of the cycle — state split 

• H2 — Fundraising activities 
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• "Exempt" candidate expenditures 

Pick a name and show the split 

• H3 — Transfers of non-federal portion of allocated 

expenses 

• H4 — Line by line split of each allocated 
expense 

For adninistrative/generic, use state split 

For exempt activities and fundraising, use 
special split assigned 

D. Reaeaber about reporting: 

1. FEC does not currently have random audit power. 

2. Most state parties get themselves in trouble by 
revealing a mistake or problem in their FEC reports. 

3. When the FEC sends a latter ("Request for 

Additional Information") respond on time and 

carefully — to avoid audit points. 

4. oat reports in on tlaa!! 

I. "Rad flags" on FBC reports 

1. Expenditure purpose including candidate names — 
make sure it's covered with 441a (d) or is for an 
exempt activity. 

2. Contribution from apparently illegal source 

— Unregistered FACs 
— Associations and organizations 
— State and local candidates. 


V. USE OF NON-PROFIT POSTAL PERMIT 

A, State parties use their pamit for sailings on behalf of 
candldataa, provided that 

1. State party's name muSt appear on the nailing. 

2. The nailing must carry the state party's disclaimer — 
not that of the candidate. 


3. 


State party must pay all the costs associated with 
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prapjration and distribution of the mailing — must 
maintain records adequate to establish that all costs 
were paid by the state party (not the campaign) . 

4. Only the state party may use the permit — not county 
or local parties. 

B. candidate can help provide material for and ravlav the 
mailing. . 

1. Copy should be written by employees of state party or 
consultant/vendor hired by state party. All creative, 
production, other services must ba paid for by state 
party. 

2 . But candidate can — 

• Provide suggested copy, information, pictures, 
statements, etc. for the nail piece 

• Review draft mailings 

as long as state party retains final editorial 
control. 

c. A candidate can make or solicit contributions to a state 
party that makes a mailing on behalf of the candidate provided 
that— 


1. The contribution is made to the general party fund 
(or coordinated campaign budget) not to any special 
account set up for a mailing program. 

2. The contribution is not mads with the specific 
understanding that a mailing will be done for the 
candidate. 

3. The state party retains discretion over how the funds 
are used. 

VI. WORKING WITH CORPORATIONS AND LABOR UNIONS 

Note: Rules say change as result of pending FEC rulenaking 

A. Corporations can use their ovb funds to advocate eleetioa 
or defeat of candidates only in coBBunicatiens to their own 
stockholders and adBiaistrative and enecutive personnel 

1. Candidate can appear on corporate premises to meet 
above persons; if introduced to other employees, must be 
on nonpartisan basis. 
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2. Use of corporate facilities by candidatc/state party 
oust be reimbursed at usual and normal commercial rata. 

3. Corporate employees may volunteer for candidate /party 
on their own time and make "incidental, isolated or 

'incidental" use of their offices; corp. must be 
reimbursed for increased overhead. 

B. Dnloms oao use their om fuads to advoeate elaotion or 
defeat of candidataa la comauaieatioas to thalr oms aembors aad 
their faallias. 

1. Unions can allow candidate to address its members at 
meetinq, convention or other union function. Can be 
completely partisan. 

2. Union can pay for phone banks directed at its own 
members and their families. 

3. Use of union facilities (e.g., phones) by 
party/ campaign for general campaign activity directed at 
public (e.g. phone banka) must be reimbursed at usual 
and normal commercial rate. 

Note: special rules apply to use of corporate/union aircraft — must 
be paid in advance at specified rates. 


vn. WORKINO WITH fAND AGAINST^ TAX-EXEMPT 



h. Tas lav rules— overview 

1. 501(c)(3) organizations 

• Contributions to organization are tax-deductible 

• Cannot engage in any partisan activity whatsoever 

• Can lobby on issues, but limited 

• Can engage in nonpartisan voter registration and 
GOTV under strict IRS guidelines/ should be no 
contact with party on how or where but party can 
contribute funds. 

• Churches are S01(c)(3)'s; distribution of voter 
guides that are in fact partisan is a violation of 
tax status. 

2. S01(c)(4) organizations 
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• Contributions are not tax-deductible 

• Can lobby freely on issues 

• Can enqaqe in political/partisan activity 
(subject to campaign finance rules) but nay face 
special tax for doing so 

• Political activity cannot be "primary purpose" of 
the organization. 

B. FBC Rules 

1. Tax exempt organizations are corporations and so face 
prohibition on corporate contributions. 

2. (c)(4) organizations can underta)ce 

• Public communications on issues, 
praising/criticizing elected officials for their 
positions referring to candidates, that fall short 
of "express advocacy" of election or defeat of a 
candidate and are not coordinated with a candidate. 
Definition of "express advocacy" and scope of 
permissible coordination with candidate/party is 
subject of FEC rulemaiclng/ ongoing litigation. 

• Internal communications to members of the 
organization. 

• SOTV around ballot and other state issues, 
depending on state law. 

Note; Additional detailed legal guidelines/strategies for dealing 
with radical right will be separately distributed at later 
sessions. 

Vm. AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT 

A. Full requirements (ASA Accessibility Ouldeliaes) apply to 
anisting faellitias if they are places of "public accommodation" 

1. Auditoriums, meeting halls, etc. used for state party 
meetings. 

2. Possibly includes areas within state party offices 
that are frequently or generally used for meetings with 
volunteers, wor)cers, etc. 

B. Do not hold meetings or conventions in facilities that are 
not acceasibla to persons with disabilities or do not most ADA 
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raquiraaants . _ 

C. Haw officaa and altarations to offlcas~avan if not placos 
of public accouodatlon — nust also aaot XDXAO. 

D. XOAJia doss not apply to offieaa that ara not public 
accouodations and wara conatructad bafora 1/92, if not altarad — 
but should ba nada basically accassibls to parsons with 
disabilltlas. 

8aa XOX Chackllst (aaparataly dlstributad) 

IX. STATE PARTIES AS EMPLOYERS 

X. RaaoBbar to flla/obtain 

1. Federal and state withholding 
3. FICA/Madicald 
3. Wcrluaen's Compensation 

B. Do not retain paopla as consultants {rather than 
e^loyaaa) unless they really meat IBS guidallnas. 

1. Work outside the office 

2. Provide own equipment, supplies, facilities 

3 . Other criteria 

X. TAXATION OF STATE PARTIES 

X. state parties ara azaapt froa tax as political coBaitteas 
under section 527 of the IKC 

1. Generally state parties are not azaapt froa sales taz 
ih their states. 

B. State parties— 

1. File Form 1120-pOL. 

2. Pay tax only on interest on their funds and other 
’nonexeapt" income and expenditures-- including business 
rsTeaua that is generated by corporation rather than 
donations (e.g., affinity card issue). 
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RnLE #1! GET A LAWYER. 

ROLE #2! GET IT IM WRITING. 

RULE #3! KKOW THE RECPLATIOMS. 


CONTRIBUTION LIMITS 


Individuals 

Sole Proprietorships 

Partnerships* 

PACs (multicandidate) 

Federal Candidate Comnittees 
Joint Individual Accounts 
Spouses 

Cash 

Anonymous 


$1000 /election 

$1000/ election 

$1000 /election 

$5000/ election 

$1000 /election 

$1000 /elect ion/ signature 

$2000/election w/signatures 

$ 100 
$ 50 


Note: Contributions can be accepted from an unregistered source 

(non-federal political comnittees, local democratic clubs ...) if 
the organization can demonstrate that it had enough federally 
permissible funds available at the time the check was cut. These 
unregistered sources can only contribute up to $1000 per year to 
all federal candidates or committees. 


PROHIBITED CONTRIBUTIONS 

Corporations ("Inc.", "PC") 

I,abor Organizations (non-PAC funds) 

Non-Profits 

Federal Government Contractors 

Foreign Nationals (non-Green Card holders) 

Contributions made in the Name of Another 

Contributions by Minors not knowingly made by the minor or not 
from their own funds 


Questionable Checks should be verified in writing or 
verbally fdocument with a memo to file). If the check 
is deposited and is later found to be illegal ■ it 
should be immediately refunded to the contributor. 


♦Partnerships have their own limit of $1000 per election and such 
contributions must be divided among the partners along the 
partnership's percentages or as indicated by the partnership. 

The partners' shares count against their individual limits. 

1 
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COMMON QOESTIONS/1SS0ES 


What doas *'Max-ad Out" naan? 

The term "Max-ed Out" oeans that a donor — individual 
or PAC — has contributed the maximum permitted by law 
for an election — primary or general. 


X donor sent in an undesignated check for $2000/ what should I 
do? 


There are three options — Redesignate, Reattribute or 
Refund. Redesignate means that the contributor 
allocates the portion over their $1000 per election 
limit to the next election. In most cases, the first 
$1000 is credited to the primary election and the 
second $1000 to the general election. Remember, money 
can only be collected for elections in which a 
candidate is on the ballot. (See Rule f2) 

If the check is from a husband and wife, a committee 
can ask the contributor to reattribute the excessive 
portion of the contribution to his/her spouse. This 
option requires the signature of the spouse. (See Rule 
* 2 ) 

Finally, the least desirable of all options is to 
refund the excessive portion of the contribution. 
Sometimes you can reattribute a portion of the check to 
the spouse but will have to refund the rest. 

NOTE; All redes igaatioas and raalloeatioas must be in 
writing, signed by the contributor and must be done 
within 60 days of the original receipt of the 
contribution. 


The campaign has a debt from the primary/ can donors contribute 
to pay it off? 

Yes. Contributions can be collected specifically for 
primary debt retirement. In addition, funds collected 
after the election can be reattributed to the primary 
debt if not specifically designated to the general 
election. (F.S. Get it in writing.) These funds 
count toward the contributor's primary election 
contribution limit ($1000). There is no separate 
contribution limit for debt retirement. 

NOTE: The Primary Debt is equivalent to the 
outstanding debts/ invoices the day after the election 
minus the same day’s cash on hand. Once that debt is 
eliminated, no funds can be accepted for the primary. 

2 
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What kind of infonation do I naad from a donor? whan do I hava 
to aak for it? why do I naad it? 

For contributions under $200.00, you must keep a record 
of the date and amount of the contribution and the name 
and address of the contributor. For contributions 
greater that $ 200 . 00 , you must also have the occupation 
and employer of the contributor. This rule applies not 
only to single contributions but a donor's aggregate 
contributions in a calendar year. Remember, you must 
keep tract of year-to-date contribution information. 

You must exercise "best efforts" in requesting 
information from a donor. This information can be 
requested on the original solicitation for funds, in a 
follow-up letter, or by phone (document with a memo to 
file) . 

Contributor information is "required by law". Once an 
individual's contributions to a candidate aggregate in 
excess of $200.00 in the calendar year, subsequent 
contributions must be itemized (reported) , regardless 
of amount, in the committee's Federal Election 
Commission (FEC) filing. 


Are contributions to federal candidates tax deductible? 

No. In fact, any solicitation for funds must include 
the statement, "Contributions to political candidates 
are not tax deductible." 


Are any other disclaimers necessary? 

Yes. Every item of printed material must include an 
authority line like, "Paid for and authorized by Emily 
Grayson for Congress." 


A donor gave me $100 in cash, can I accept it? 

Yes. Up to $100 in cash can be accepted from a donor 
with the proper identification — Name, Address, Date 
and Amount of contribution. 


A donor sent in a check that looks like it might be from a 
corporation, what do I do? 

Any check from a questionable source should be 
verified. Either written documentation from the donor 
or a phone call followed up with a memo to file. (See 
Rule #2) 
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If you cannot verify the legality of the contribution 
within 30 days of receipt, it must be refunded. 

Remember that contributions must be deposited within lo 
days of receipt. 


What constitutes an In-Kind contribution? 

An In-Kind contribution results when an individual or a 
PAG provides goods or services without charge or at 
less than the normal and usual charge to a candidate. 
The total value or discount of these goods or services 
counts against the usual contribution limits. 

Volunteer services do not count as In-Kind 
contributions . 

There are two exemptions to the In-Kind Contribution. 
First, an individual can spend up to $1000 in personal 
funds on personal travel exempt of contribution limits. 
(Volunteers may also spend unlimited amounts on 
subsistence costs in connection with their volunteer 
activity.) Second, an individual can host an event in 
his/her home and spend up to $1000 on food, beverages, 
invitations, etc. exempt of limits. In either case, 
any amount above $1000 will count as an In-Kind 
Contribution toward the individual's contribution 
limit. 

As corporate contributions to federal candidates are 
illegal, corporations cannot make In-Kind 
contributions. Furthermore, corporations must provide 
goods or services at "fair market value" so that an 
illegal contribution does not result when less than the 
usual amount is charged. Beware offers of use of 
corporate cars, airplanes, office space, etc. 


Row do I handle contributions from partnerships? 

Contributions from partnerships are legal but are 
handled differently from individual contributions. The 
partnership itself can contribute up to $1000 per 
election. The amount of the check must be divided 
among its partners along the partnership percentage or 
as designated by the partnership. The money allocated 
to each partner also counts against their individual 
limit of $1000 per election. 


What is an Earmarkad or Conduit contribution? Is it Bundling? 

An Earmarked or Conduit or "Bundled" contribution is 
directed by the donor through a conduit like EMILY'S 
List. The conduit must forward the contribution to the 
candidate within 10 days. The contribution counts 
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against the individual's limit, not the conduit's, and 
must be reported by the candidate committee when an 
individual's contributions aggregate $200.00 in the 
calendar year. When reported, it must be specifically 
labeled as coming through the conduit. 


How much money can va get from the Mational Party Committees 
(DMC/DSCC/DCCO? 

Senatorial candidates can receive a maximum of $17,500 
in direct contributions from the DSCC. In addition, 
the committee can make Coordinated Expenditures on 
behalf of a General Election candidate. The maximum 
amount of these expenditures is based on the voting age 
population (VkP) of the candidate's state. 

Congressional candidates can receive up to $5,000 per 
election in direct contributions from the DCCC. The 
committee can also make Coordinated Expenditures on 
behalf of candidates. The amount is adjusted each year 
for a cost of living factor. In 1991, the limit was 
$26,500. 

All coordinated party limits are published by the TEC 
in its newsletter, THE RECORD, usually in the February 
issue. 

Gubernatorial candidates can receive money from the DNC 
as permitted by their state's laws. 


Hhea are PEC Reports due? Hhat are 4( hour reports? 

During an election year, candidate committees must file 
FEC Reports every quarter. In addition, pre-primary, 
pre-general and post-general reports are due. Pre- 
election reports are due 12 days before and election 
and cover the period from the last reporting period 
through the 20th day preceding the election. The post- 
general election report covers the period from 20 days 
prior to the election through 20 days after the 
election. 

Candidate committees must file notices on contributions 
of $1000 or more received between the 20th day and 48 
hours before an election in which a candidate is 
running. These reports must include the candidate's 
name and office sought, identification of the 
contributor and the amount and date of the 
contribution. 
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mar* can I go for answers to FEC compliance questions? 
First, try your lawyer. 

Second, the DCCC and DSCC are excellent resources to 
candidates. They retain the best FEC lawyers in the 
country to help their candidates. 

In addition, the FEC produces several publications, 
specifically the "Campaign Guide for Congressional 
Candidates and Committees" which are terrific sources 
of information. Contact them on 202-219-3440 or 800- 
424-9S30. 


Who cares about FEC Keports? 

The press. Your opponent. Potential donors. The FEC. 

If they care so much, so should you. Particularly, the 
press and your opponent will scrutinize your reports to 
determine where the candidate is receiving her money 
and how much support her candidacy has. 

It is important to be careful about the source of funds 
(watch out for corporate contributions) and to be 
accurate in the information you provide about the 
donors. AND, believe it or not, the report should be 
neat! Invest in a good computer system. (At a 
minimum, get a good typewriter.) 

In addition, there are penalties for non-compliance 
with federal regulations. The Treasurer of the 
committee is accountable for the accuracy of the 
reports. And fines are often accessed for even minor 
infractions. Brea)cing federal laws will not make your 
candidate loo)c good. 


< 
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. ^ mesjdent has seen 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE'RPSIDENT 


October 7, 1996 




FROM; PHIL CAPLAN^ 

SUBJECT: Recent Political Information Items 


We are forwarding the following recent political informadon items: 


DNC Finances. From Harold. Summary of two recent meetings. Highlights 
1) Direct Mail - Gross direct mail receipts for Jan*Oct *96 will be $23M rather than 
S30M primarily because of your strong poll numbers. 2) Budget • Assuming full 
fundraising schedule for you and the VP for October, only a 25% DNC federal 
contribution to sute coordinated campaigns, and the LA, NY and D.C. unity 
fundraisers split evenly among DNC, DSCC and DCCC, DNC will have 
approximately S1.4M federal deficit at end of October and $7.5M at end of 
December. This does not include November and December anticipated income of 
S4.5M from direct mail, major donors and bank loan, which could bring deficit 
down to S3.5M. 3) GELAC - Original $12M goal been reduced to $9M but only 
S4.5M anticipated raised by Nov. 5. Of this amount, S2M will be used for 
campaign. S1.5M for campaign wind-down and compliance/audit, and $IM for 
potential fines. Harold notes this is very tight and questions why it will take $1.5 to 
4) Labof/Coordinated campaigns • Labor will not be solicited for 3 
upcoming unity events so that they can fulfill their $8M commitment to state 
coordinated campaigns. Please see attached memos for further details, including 
agreements with various states/races on money commitments. 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 


CGRO“l-=- 
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17 April 1996 


MEMORANDUM TO CHAIRMAN FOWLER 


P t-c. 


"D ^ - 

r\^ /V-v^ . 

Oo. 


CC: Chairman Dodd 

B.J. Thornberry 
Harvin Rosen 
Brad Marshall 
Doug Sosnik 
Karen Hancox 

From: Harold Ickes 

Re: 15 April 1996 meeting 


This confirms the meeting that you and I and Doug Sosnik had on 
15 April 1996 at'your office during which it was agreed that all 
matters dealing with allocation and expenditure of monies 
involving the Democratic National Committee ("DNC") including, 
without limitation, the DNC's operating budget, media budget, 
coordinated campaign budget and any other budget or expenditure, 
and including expenditures and arrangements in connection with 
state splits, directed donations and other arrangements whereby 
monies from fundraising or other events are to be transferred to 
or otherwise allocated to state parties or other political 
entities and including any proposed transfer of budgetary items 
from DHC related budgets to the Democratic National Convention 
budget, are subject to the prior approval of the White House. It 
was agreed that a small working committee would be established 
which would include Chairman Fowler (or his representative) , 
Chairman Oodd (or his representative), B.J. Thornberry, Brad 
Marshall, Harvin Rosen, Doug Sosnik, and others as may be agreed 
to, to meet at least once weekly, and more often-if necessary, to 
implement this agreement. 


EOP 0;:4213 



718 



CC: 0OU9 Sosnik 

KAr«n Bancok 
J«nnif«r O'Connor 

From: Barold Xckoo ^ 

Re: Billo for Squior/Knopp and Ponn and Schoan 


Until furthar notlea, 1 raquaat that you hold paymanta on all 
billa of any kind (othar than for tima buys) ovad to Squiar/Knapp 
and* to Pann and Schoan until thay hava clarlf iad a numbar of 
questions and hava pfovidad adequate documentation regarding 
outstanding bills thay hava submitted^ In ay view thay are not 
adhering to the rules regarding expenses and other matters* 

In addition, although in the past you have permitted Squier/Xnapp 
to pay their travel related and other expense bills out of excess 
time buy %rhich thay hold, henceforth, I urge that this practice 



CGRO-10924 
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WE president has seek 

DEKOCRATTC NATIONAL COMM ITTEE 

FSISIDENTUL COFFEE If • nr. 

D*t« Tuesday, May 7, 1996 

Location: The White House 

The Map Room 

Time: 9:00 a.m. 

I. PURPOSE 

The puipaie of this ooHee is to nise funds for the Democratic Nadonal 
ComniitlBe. 

n. BACKORODND 

This ffocf has been pulled together by Shelby BiyaiL Chainnaa Fbsrier met 
with Shelby and Stan McLelland in Febiuaiy and discussed Sbdby’s hope of 
gettuig this group together. They ate all new conuibuiota to the DNC. 

nL PARTICIPANTS 

Please see attached list. 

IV. HffiSSPLAN 

This event wiU be closed to the press. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

• Call Time. Chairman Fowler arrives and guest will be 
seated at table for coffee. 

•FROORAM 

- POTUS antves 

- Chaittnan Fowler delivert brief remailia. 

- POTUS delivert infomiai lemailcs. 

- Departure after the program. 

VI. REMARKS 
Informal 
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g^5} 

Dear iaEEBta : 

1995 ha been z good year for the Demooatic National Committee and for the Clinton 
Administndon. Prudent Clinton's policies are moving the country in the right directioii. But 
we have some cdtical issues fiODg us dunng the cuncnt debate over budget priorities and the role 
of govemment Ihe President has asked me to invite you and a small group of other peoide tp 
diacuM these matters and what we are doing about them. Please join us for coffee at the White 
^ouse on October d at ^lOO a:m^ 

Someone ^^iTcan'you^'khirj^a few days lo determine if you can join me. Thank you. I look 
forward to seeing you on October 6. 

Sincerely, 



BJT - 7 
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DNC FINANCE CALL SHEET 


For: 

CALL SHEET PREPARED BY: Aoa Brazil 
DATE: December 3 

N.AME: Jonab Shacknai 

TITLE: Chairman and CEO 

COMPANY: MedicU Pbarmaceutk^ Company 
ADDRESS: Phoenix, AZ 

PHONX: (602) S08-8800 

ASST NAME: 

CONTRIBLTOR HISTORY: $20k in 1992 

REASON FOR CALL: He is veiy Interested in panlcipatiog in convention, but U not 

sure about membership. Ask him to begin renewal of his 
Trustee membership at $25k and aneod the Coffee with the 
President on 12/13, 15, or 21. 

ADDfTiONAL NOTES: 

CALL RESULTS: 


Confideniia! Infomaiion 



DNC 3098456 
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13 March 1996 


MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

THE VICE PRESIDENT 

CC: Leon Panetta 

Evelyn Liebeman 
Maggie Willians 
Ron Klain 

Doug Sosnik (w/o enc.) 

Karen Hancox (Wo enc.) 

Chaiman Fowler (v/o enc.) 

Chaiman Dodd (w/o enc.) 

Marvin Rosen (w/o enc.) 

B.J. Thornberry (w/o enc.) 

Scott Pastrick (w/o enc.) 

Richard Sullivan (w/o enc.) 

Brad Marshall (w/o enc.) 

From: Harold Ickes 

Re: DNC financial sumnary and fundraising plan 


On 13 March the DNC (Chairman Fowler, Marvin Rosen, et al . ^ 
presented a weekly financial summary of the DNC, dated 13 March 
1996 and a projected fundraising plan for January through October 
1996. 


Non-Responsivc Material 
Has Been Redacted 


2. The Bulti'paged docu.'nent captioned in the upper right hand 
corner "Revenue and Expense Summary", dated 3/13/96 in my hand 
writing, shows a projected tross revenue from major donors of 
$93.6 million and projected gross revenue from direct mail of $3D 
million for a total projected gross revenue ot $123.6 million, of 
which $12.5 million has bean raised to date. 

There is a schedule for each month showing each event for the 
month, the total projected g. oss revenue for each event and for 
each month as follows (in si. lions): 


January 2.4 (actual) 

February 5.0 (actu.al 


CGRO-007^ 
Req. 2/3.'97 


BJT - 9 



723 


March 7 . A 

April 13 . 1 

May 8.0 

June 13 . 7 

July 5.9 

August 7 . 8 

Septeaber 14.1 

October 13.5 

Total 90.7 

He have requested that some of the September and October dates be 
moved into August and July. Marvin Rosen will develop a revised 
schedule. 

3. Fundraising agreements . Also attached is a document 
captioned "Political Fundraising Agreements", dated 3/13/96, 
which show the agreements reached with each state party 
participating in the fundraising events described in the 
document. Some of those state parties will receive some revenues 
from these events that will be specifically designated for the 
state party's share of the coordinated campaign budget for that 
state. Those designated monies will go into a separate account 
which will require two signatures, one of the signatories of 
which will be Brad Marshall or Joe Sandler of the DNC, thereby 
insuring that the coordinated campaign funds will be available 
for those purposes. In some cases, the state parties will 
receive revenues from some of these fundraisers that they can use 
at their discretion. 

4. Direct mail: It is about SI. 5 million below projections for 
the year to date. But according to Chairman Fowler, Hal Halchow 
is confident the $30 million gross for calendar 1996 will be met. 


CGR0--0040 
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Deni*<r;itic Naiional Commillc« 
Financtal Suminjr>' 
03/1J/96 


"ij n/‘i£. 


Y ear 10 Date Fuodraistot Dtposi ! SuiDmar>': 

J inuar> Deposiu 
F bruar> Deposila 
Deposits 
Totals 


Direct Mail Major Donor Totals 

S 756.604 J 2.347.057 $ 3,103.691 

1.655,724 4.505.271 6.460,995 

1.315.475 1,327.577 2.646.052 

S 3.730.503 5 5.479,935 S 12.210.738 


CGR0-004I 

2 / 3/97 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 
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POLITICAL FUNDRAISING AGI 



CONNECTICUT • February :4tb 

The event raised between SUO.OOO -$140,000 
The Connecticut State Party has a SI2S,000 debt 


;XS> 

^ ^X-o^ > 


The State Party made a S13.500 contribution to the DNC to cover the costs . 

An additionaJ S3S,000 raised will go toward the DNC line item in the 
Coordinaled Campaign. 

The remaining money will be used by the State Party at their discretion. 

A letter of agreement was sent to Ed Marcus. Ed rehrmed it with different terms. 
Chairman Fowler has sent a subsequent letter laying out once again the original terms. 
Followup: The $3S,000 needs to be deposited in the Coordinated Campaign account. 
(Note: Coordinated Campaign Accounts have been set up. 

Kathleen Curry and Jim Law lor are co-signers. 


MARYLAND - February 29th 

Chairman Fowler spoke svith Mary Jo Neville regarding the agreement. 

The following is the agreement. 

Two tiered event - $1000 reception attd $100 dinner. 

The goal of the event svas SliXI.OOO-SlSO.OOO. They raised $$5,000 gross ($24,000 net) 
The Patty made a $10,000 contribution to the DNC to cover travel expenses. 

DNC gets 25* of the^et'Sf what is raised - this will be credited to the DNC line item 
in the Coordinated Campaign This money will be deposited into a coordinated camDai|n 
account. 

75 % the State Patty will be able to keep with no strings anached. 

The Maryland Democraoc Party made a contribution to the DNC to cover the travel 
costs. 

The Maryland Democraoc Party has set up a jointly controlled dinner committee to 
collect the piocseds. Brad Marshall is a co-signer on this account 
Follow-up: The Coordinated Campaign Accounts need u> be set up. The $6,000 needs 
to be moved into the Coordinated accounts. 


NONNESOTA - March 1st 


; The Minnesota Patty will put 525.000 of the proceeds toward the DNC line item in the 
^Coordinated Campaign. 

The Slate Patty masle a contribution of 59.000 to the DNC to cover trip costs. 
Follow-up: Maureen needs to call Steve Hildebrand to obtain signatute cards for the CC 
accounts. 

After the accounts have been set up, the 525.000 needs to be moved. 


CGPO- 

(teia- 


ooa5 - 
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COLORADO - March 2nd 


This is a DNC event. Most "f the checks were made payable to the DNC. 

Colorado State Parry will leceive SIOO.OOO from this event - SdO.OOO from the proceeds 
dl tins eventtmtnuS any cltect^ uudveiieiiiJy wrinen to the State Party) and S40,000 
from the ad book. 

FoUow-up: The money needs to be disburaed to Colorado Democratic Party. 

MICHIGAN - March 4th 

The first SbtXI.OOO w ill be split between the DSCC and the Michigan Democratic Party. 
(Note: All federal dollars will go the DSCC and non-federal will go to the Michigan 
Democratic Parry for Levin line item the coorrlinated. 

The next S200,000 of non-feileral money raised will go to the DNC. 

All remaining dollars raised will be split 50/S0 between the DNC and the Michigan 
Democratic Party for the Levin line item in the CC . These remaining dollars art expected 
to be non-federal. 

A joint fundraising agreement was prepared between the DNC, DSCC and the 
Michigan Democratic Party. 

FoUosvup: The Levin Campaign, DSCC, and the DNC's staff will reconcile the account 
and distribute the proceeds. 

A dinner committee account has been set up to collect proceeds. Brad Marshall is a co- 
signer. 

TEXAS -March 18th 


Two events will be held ut state with the DCCC. 

DNC and DCCC will split the proceeds as follows: 

The first $400,000 gross of federal money will be split 2/3 DCCC and 1/3 DNC. 

After $4(X),000 the federal money will be split 50/50 between DNC/DCCC. 

The non-federal money will he spbt 1/3 DCCC and 2/3 DNC> 

* The DNC will contribute 25% of their proceeds to the Texas Democratic Party. 

A joint fundraising agreement has been set up and signed by with the DNC and DCCC. 
Chairman Fowler is following up with Bill White. 

OHIO - March 23rd 


Two Tier event • $5,000 and 596.00 

5 Stale Party will receive all the money from the event in the first instance. 

50% of the proceeds from the event will be used by the Slate Patty - no strings attached. 

g % of the proceeds w ill used for the Coordinated Campaign of which 50% will be 
xlited toward the DNC line item and 50% will be credited to the State Party’s 'line 
m. 

The Ohio Party will make a contribubon to cover the costs of the trip, 

David Leland has indicated a willingness to sign a letter of agreement. -,i sa 

Re°- - 
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The DNC will sell SS.OOO tKkets and keep the proceeds. 

Followup: Travel costs 
Letter to Leland for signature. 

Collect a contribution from the Ohio Democratic Party to cover travel costs. 


MARYLAND - April 10th 


Two events will be held in B.diimore with the Mayor. There will be no splits. 

All proceeds will go to the DNC. 

Unresolved Issues: Maureen needs to call Mary Jo Neville and let her know about the 
event. There will be no state party split 


PHILADELPHIA - April 



event - same terms as Texas^ 
NC will not be giving 25% 


ir proceeds to the^ 


nresolved Issue: Has anyone tdfd Mark Singel abqyLlhiS^ent? 


PENNSYLVANIA - April 26ih 


The DNC w ill hold a fundraiser in Philadel[^. If the event raises mote than one million 
net, the .State Party will receive SIOO.OOO to anclied to their Heht If the event raises 
less than one million, the State Party will receive 10% of the net proceeds. 

Chairman Fowler will follow up svith Mark Singel. 

Chairman will follow up with Mayor Rendell 


FLORIDA - April 29th 


If someone gives $5,000 to the DCCC event in Florida, their contribution will be ctediied 
toward the DNC Miami event for $50,000. (Note: the DNC will receive $45,000 from 
^ a donor instead of $50,000). 

. — 7 Unresolved issue: Does the state party get a split out of this event or a separate event? 

Does this $5000 count toward the other miUion that we helping the DCCC raise? 

NEW JERSEY; - May 7lh 

The p roceeds will be split 50 50 with Torricelli and the DNC. 

Torricelli will receive as much federal money as his campii( rt legally can take. The 
remainder of th e 50% will he non federal money. This monry will go to the Stale Party to 
be credited to torricelli's line item in the Coordinated Campaign. 

Joe Sandler has drafted a Joint fundraising agieemenL 
VTlniesolved Issue; The State Party wants a cut - the Torricelli campaign will negotiate with 
\ Tom Byrne. If the State Pany gets a cut .will it come out of die Torricelli 50%? 


CGRO-0045 
.Req. 2/3/97 
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Listed below are other DNC events - what are the deals? 

March 8th - San Francisco • do we owe the CA Dem Pany any money? 

March ?6th - Milwaukee 

April 8 - New Orleans 

April 8th - Jackson Mississippi 

April 1 1th - Birmingham 

April 16th - Phoenix 

April 1 6th - Albuquerque 

April 22 - Miami 

April 29th - LA 

April 29th - San Jose 

May 10th - Little Rock 

May 22nd - Hartford 


CGRD-CI046 
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DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE BUDGET/ 
FUNDRAISING 
PRESENTATION TO THE 
PRESIDENT ON 6 JUNE 
1996 


BJT - 10 


CCRO-1771 
R»q. 2/3/97 
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Official Travel 


CCRO-1772 
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CGRO-1773 
Req. 2/3/97 



Awnda for PNC metthw an 6 Jane 1996 


Introdueti«i/ pupote 
-DSC 

•fundnixiiic 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 


DSC Amdnisini 

a) total projected to be tailed 

b) total raised to date 

e) cash flow 
-federal 
-non federal 

d) number of events scheduled for President, Vice President, et. al. 

e) revised fundraising plan and additional events requested 

f) birthday party 

-Saturday or Sunday 17 or 18 August 
-New York City 

-closed circuit tv satellite to 50-60 locations (at least 1 in each state) 
-anticipated gross and costs 

g) proposed September/ October schedule 

h) ability to make 441a(d) expenditures during June, July, August 

i) estimates of ability to meet fundraising goals 


1 


CGRO-1774 
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j) neonmiended itductiotu of tot 2 l ipe n di n t down to S125 million 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 


CGBO- 

Req- 
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Index - DKC budget /fundraising 6/6/96 


Tabs 

A - Estimated fundraising for calendar 1996 

B - Financial summary S/31/96 
C - Federal/non federal splits 5/30/96 

D - Number of DNC fundraising events for President, Vice 
President, HRC, MEG, month by month 

E - Revised fundraising plan 6/15/96 

F - Monthly calendar fundraising event by event 6/5/96 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 


CCRD-1776 
Reg. 2/3/97 
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6/6/96 

Ruidnitiiif for caieodar 1996 Otnaty - October) 


A. Anticipated DNC related expenditures (millions) 




Total 

Spent as 
of 5/31/96 

Remaining 

1. 

operations budget 

$53.0 

$19.4 

$33.6 

2. 

Convention Budget(est.) 

1.0 

-0- 

1.0 

3. 

Calendar 1996 media to 8/15 Cmcl. commission/produaion) 



■epringto 8/31 

21.8 

njs 

4.3 


-sununeniiiB, tutr. aiu.) 

8.0 

•0- 

8.0 


-additional (?) 

7.0 

-0- 

7.0 


•production 

J 

-0- 

.5 

4. 

GOTV media 

2.5 

-0- 

2.5 

5. 

coordinated campaign 

25.0 

2.5 

22.41 

6. 

targeted phone/mail GOTV 

15.0 

-0- 

15.0 

7. 

441a(d) (hard) 

12.0 

-0- 

12.0 

8. 

DCCC -transfer (hard) 

1.0 

.5 

.5 


-events (hard) 

1.0 

7 

7 

9. 

DSCC (requested) (toft) 

_UL 

148.8 subtotal 

-0- 

7 

10. 

generic media C?) 

llflL 

163.8 

•O' 

15.0 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 
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REDACTED MATERIAL 


THIS PAGE IS NON-RESPONSIVE 


REDACTED MATERIAL 


CCRO-i 779 
2/3/97 
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CCR0-17e0 
R®q. 2/3/97 



Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 


CCR0-17ai 




R*q. 

2/3/97 

VctfMDait fDDdr»triDg IH— if Sniwnr 

Difcel I4MI 

Mbiw Doner 

Tetate 

J»B*ry DepaaMi 

S 736jtU 

1 2J59J57 

t 3516.161 

Fcbivary Oc^iM 

1,755,734 

4,140,371 

tJ9SJ9S 

Mm<* De^KM 

212lj652 

5.711530 

I,6035I2 

AprtOcpaaltt 

2,675^5 

Il.nt535 

14^76560 

May DtiMiitt 


Il5t0.740 


T«tab 

1 10^40,764 

S 36563.133 

5 46504597 


Is Ikt AMda. IbcDHC tppwiwwWb^ »<P.00> fwm ibt WJ fiiadf^hif — d >lw m md 

ID Ibt tbvn dcpMta, «f bm SSC2.SM <■ ctacki ivAM tr» to prwML 
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{Raised to date i 1 


1 



Major Donor 

Direct Mail 

Donor Directed 





January 

S2.259.557 

S7S6.5M 

SI 55.000 

February 

$4,840,271 

$1,755,724 

$45,000 

March 

$5,751,930 

S2.S21.6S2 

S34S.000 

April 

$11,801,335 

S2.675.625 

5323. 500 

May 

$13,083,278 

S2.231.1S9 

$720,000 

June 

S1.270.S7a 


S20.000 

July 




August 




September 

1 


October 

1 



1 


Totals: 

$39,037,245 

$10,240,764 

$1. 608. 500 


CGR0-lTa2 
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During the period 1/1/96 through 5/31/96, the Democratic National Committee's Finance 
Division raised $37,779,093 in major donor revenue. Of this amount, $9,066,982 (24%) was 
federal, $18,133,965 (48%) was non-federal corporate and $10,578,146 (28%) was non-federal 
individual money. Prior to the month of April, the Finance Division was averaging 36% in 
federal dollars. In May, however, the percentage of federal income decreased due the large 
influx of non-federal money raised through the National Gala in Washington. D.C. This revenue 
breakdown is atypical as illustrated by the fact that the Miami Gala revenue was comprised of 
42% federal funds. 

Moving forward, our goal is to raise a additional $70,700,000 in major donor revenue through 
November 5, 1996. We believe that we can raise $32,522,000 (46%) in federal, $21,210,000 
(30%) in non-federal corporate and $16,968,000 (24%) in non-federal individual money. We 
have carefully analyzed the events that are currently requested aiul we project that through these 
particular events we can raise $29,967,000 in federal money. This represents 42% of total 
revenue. 

We believe we can increase our percentage of federal income by increasing the number of low 
dollar events such as Saxophone Club, WLF and large galas. These events yield an extremely 
high ratio of federal to non-federal dollars. To date, we have held only 1 Saxophone attd 3 WLF 
events. Over the next 5 months, we are planning an additional 8 Saxophone and 20 WLF events 
and anticipate requesting an additional 1 5 and 8 respectively. In addition, the August 19th 
Birthday Celebration is expected to raise 80% of its revenue in federal money. 

As mentioned earlier, our ultimate goal for the remainder of this year is to raise $32,522,000 in 
federal funds. We believe we can make up the difference between this and the $29,967,000 
outlined above through the August 1 9th event. Because we do not know the ultimate effect it 
will have on our future low dollar events, we have not included in our revenue projections the 
anticipated proceeds from the nationwide satellite events to be held in conjunction with the 
August 19th event. We believe that we will raise $50,000 from each state for an additional 
$2,500,000. This income will bnng our overall percentage of federal money to 46%. 

Attached is our plan to increase the percenuge of federal income from all events through 

11 / 5 / 96 . 


CCRD-1793 
Req. 2/3/97 




) 


e' 



761 


FFDFRAL REV ENUE PLAN 


1 . Change the structures of the levels of contribution for event tickets and tables as 
follows: 

Ticket or seat 
SI. 000 federal 
SI.SOO non-federal 

Table 

510.000- SIS.OOO federal 

515.000- S20,000 non-federal 

2. Be more specific in our solicitation about the need for federal money. We do not 
currently push our donors as hard as we should to get every federal dollar out of 
each contribution. We will also make an increased effort to articulate the need for 
federal hmds to our steeruig committee members and our finance board of 
directors for future presidential events. We will instimte a follow-up program so 
that after checks are received, we will call the donors to request that as high a 
portion as possible be made federal. 

3 . Use cabinet and WH staff as honored guests for fund-raisers in cities where we 
are not taking the four principals. These events raise 80-90 percent in federal 
funds. The following are cities in which we will target for cabinet events: 

SOUTH 

Columbia, SC 
Jacksonville. FL 
Tallahassee. FL 
Orlando, FL 
Raleigh, NC 
Charlotte, NC 
Richmond. VA 
Lexington, KY 
Louisville, KY 
Charleston. W.V. 

Atlanta, GA 
Montgomery, AL 

MID-WEST 

CGRD-1T94 
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Omaha, NE 
Springfield, MO 



762 


St. Louis, MO 
Kansas City, MO 
Des Moines, lA 
Springfield, IL 
Madison, WI 
Ann Arbor, MI 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS 

SOUTHWEST 
Tulsa, OK 
Dallas, TX 
Austin, TX 
Santa Fe, NM 
Ft. Worth. TX 
Tucson, AZ 

NORTHEAST 

Portland, ME 
Providence, RI 
Hartford, CT 
Albany, NY 
Syracuse, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Manchester. NH 
Newport, RJ 
Harrisburg, PA 

WEST 

Spokane. WA 
Sacramento. CA 
Fresno, CA 
Reno, NV 

4. Place greater emphasis on our Sl.OOO donor program. The Chairman's Council. 
Chainnan's Council members will be placed on our &x system and also receive 
an invitation to a political briefing by White House, Clinton/Gore and DNC 
leadership in August. We believe we can raise SSOO.OOO - S750,000 in this 
manner. 

5. Retain experienced consultants in selected states whose focus will be on targeting 
individuals and soliciting federal dollars. We will place incremental goals (month 
by month) for each of the slates. 
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15 May. 1^96 


Democratic NaitiMal Committee 
State Patty FuAdnising Splits 



Federal 

N/FedetaJ 

Total 

Texas 

i 20,650 

S 1S8.755 S 

209.405 

Penn^ivania 

• 

8.500 • 

8.500 

Califoniia 


- 10.000 

10.000 

New Mexico 


37,500 

37.500 

Colorado 


83.000 

83.000 


S 20.650 

S 327.755 S 

348.405 


* Additiooal Money Is Due Pennsylvania Pending the Tally of the Event Net Proce e ds. 
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22 May, 1996 



ttndMt 

iMttMMd 

FcdanI 

KariwMirf 

N/FacLOttwr 

laittMMd 

N/Ftttvr«l it 

FuadraWaf; 

Mqor Doner Fundnimt 


3Ja031 

S.360J2S 

0 

DiieetMail 


t.ItTJC 

0 

0 

Sub-Tclal 

16,4MJ41 


5J60J2S 

0 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 
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Manifest for 6 June DHC Budo«t/ftmdr>l«ino meeting 


President 
Vice President 
Leon P 2 u>etta 
Evelyn Lieberman 
Harold Ickes 
Doug Sosnik 
Karen Hancox 
Ron Klain 
Skila Harris 

Peter Knight 
Terry McAuliffe 
Laura Hartigan 

Don Fowler 
Chris Dodd 
Michael Powell 
Brad Marshall 
Marvin Rosen 
Richard Sullivan 
Scott Pastrick 
B . J . Thomberry 

1 Michael Berman 
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THE REMAINDER OF THIS DOCUMENT 
IS IDENTICAL TO PAGES NUMBERED 

(C^ 1^0- 1 771) - 

WHICH IS THE IMMEDIATE 
PRECEEDING DOCUMENT. 
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Sl Louis, MO 
Kansas City, MO 
Des Moines, lA 
Springfield, IL 
Madison, WI 
Ann Arbor, MI 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS 

SOUTHWEST 
Tulsa, OK 
Dallas, TX 
Austin, TX 
Santa Fe, NM 
Ft, Worth, TX 
Tucson, AZ 

NORTHEAST 

Portland, ME 
Providence, RI 
Hartford, CT 
Albany, NY 
Syracuse, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Manchester, NH 
Newport, Rl 
Harrisburg, PA 

WEST 

Spokane, WA 
Sacramento, CA 
Fresno, CA 
Reno,NV 

4. Place greater emphasis on our $1,000 donor program. The Chairman’s Council. 
Chairman's Council members will be placed on our fax system and also receive 
an invitation to a political briefing by White House, Clinton/Gore and DNC 
leadership in August. We believe we can raise $500,000 - $750,000 in this 
manner. 

5. Retain experienced consultants in selected states whose focus will be on targeting 
individuals and soliciting federal dollars. We will place incremental goals (month 
by month) for each of the states. 
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15 Miy. IW« 


Democnttc Natioaal Committee 
Slate Patty Fimdtauins Splits 



Federal 

N/Federal 

Total 

Texas 

S 20.650 

S 1S8.755 S 

209.405 

Penn^lvania 

• 

8,500 • 

8.500 

California 


‘ 10.000 

10,000 

New Mexico 


37.500 

37,500 

Colorado 


83.000 

83.000 


S 20.650 

5 327.755 5 

348.405 


* Additional Money 1$ Due Pennsylvania Pending the Tally of the Event Net Proceeds. 
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1 


bttnaatd 

IsthMlid 

kudfftt 

Ttdcnl 

N/Fcd. Other 

N/Fcderal li 


PiwdrmWap 

M^or Donor Fundnunf 

t^A59 

24*6331 

S36032t 

0 

Dif«ct»4oii 

tjnjc 

t.lt73t2 

0 

0 

Sub-Told 

16.4)4^1 

Ili)?3.9i3 

SJ60J2S 

0 


Non-Responsive Material 
Has Been Redacted 


Lmi Dinct M«il(OricMlx A44tfiM*l S23 MilliM, 
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Manifest for 6 Jun e PNC Bu do»t/fund rmi»lno meeting 


President 
Vice President 
Leon Panetta 
Evelyn Lieberman 
Harold Ickes 
Doug Sosnik 
Karen Hancox 
Ron Klain 
Skila Harris 

Peter Knight 
Terry McAuliffe 
Laura Hartigan 

Don Fowler 
Chris Dodd 
Michael Powell 
Brad Marshall 
Marvin Rosen 
Richard Sullivan 
Scott Pastrick 
B . J . Thornberry 

Michael Berman 
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THE REMAINDER OF THIS DOCUMENT 
IS IDENTICAL TO PAGES NUMBERED 

Cc^^0-I77l) - (cqRO-IBIl) 

WHICH IS THE IMMEDIATE 
PRECEEDING DOCUMENT. 
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19 Jun* 199€ 


MEMORANDUM TO CHAIRMAN DODD 

CHAIRMAN POMLER 
B.J. THORMBEARy 
KARVIN ROSSM 
SCOTT PASTRICK 
RICHARD SULLIVAN 
DOUG SOSNIK 
KAREN KANCOX 

Pro»j Harold 

Re: $100,000 contributors to Eaily's List 


It ia my understanding that there Is an agraament that those who 
give $100,000 to tsily'a List will be treated the ease as DNC 
trustaaa. Apparently there are toae problems in this regard. 

we need to discuss. 


BJT - 11 
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[The deposition of Thomas Franklin McLarty III follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: THOMAS FRANKLIN MCLARTY, III 

Friday, September 5, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 8:43 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Barbara 
Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel; Kristi Remington, Investigative Counsel; 
Alicemary Leach, Investigative Counsel; Elliott Berke, Investigative Counsel; 
Michelle E. White, Investigative Counsel; David Bossie, Ovesight Coordinator; Ken- 
neth Ballen, Minority Chief Investigative Counsel; Andrew J. McLaughlin, Minority 
Counsel; Matthew H. Joseph, Minority Counsel; Michael J. Raphael, Minority Coun- 
sel; and Michael Yang, Minority Counsel. 

Also present; Representative Kanjorski. 

For MR. MCLARTY: 

WILLIAM W. TAYLOR, ESQ. 

LESLIE BERGER KIERNAN, ESQ. 

Zuckerman, Spaeder, Goldstein, Taylor & KoUcer, L.L.P. 

1201 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036-2638 

Ms. Remington. Good morning, Mr. McLarty. I’d like to begin by saying thank 
you on behalf of the members of the Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight for appearing here today. This proceeding is known as a deposition. The per- 
son transcribing this proceeding is a House reporter and notary public. I will now 
request the reporter place you under oath. 

THEREUPON, THOMAS FRANKLIN MCLAR-TY, III, a witness, was caUed for ex- 
amination by Counsel, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and 

testified as rollows: 

Ms. Remington. I would like to note for the record those who are present at the 
beginning of this deposition. Ms. Barbara Comstock is the designated Majority coun- 
sel for the committee. She will be accompanied by me, Kristi Itemington, who is also 
with the Majority staff. Ken Ballen is the designated Minority counsel for the com- 
mittee and he is accompanied today by Matthew Joseph and Andrew McLaughlin. 
And the deponent is represented today by Mr. Bill Taylor and 

Mr. Taylor. Leslie Kieman. 

Ms. Remington. Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal 
atmosphere, because you have been placed under oath, your testimony here today 
has the same force and effect as if you were testif 3 dng before the committee or in 
a courtroom. If Ms. Comstock asks you about any conversations you have had in 
the past and you are unable to recall the exact words used in the conversation, you 
may state that you are unable to recall those exact words and then you may give 
the substance of any such conversation to the best of your recollection. 

If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, please give me 
your best recollection of those events or parts of conversations that you do recall. 

If we ask you whether you have any information upon a particular subject and 
you have overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding it or have 
seen correspondence or documentation regarding it, please tell us that you do have 
such information and indicate the source, either a conversation or documentation or 
otherwise from which you have derived such knowledge. 

Before we begin at questioning, I want to give you some background on the inves- 
tigation and your appearance here. Pursuant to its authority under House Rules X 
and XI of the House of Representatives, the committee is engaged in a wide-ranging 
review of possible political fund-raising improprieties and possible violations of Taw. 

Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139 summarize the investigation as of 
June 19, 1997, and encompass any new matters which arise directly or indirectly 
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in the course of the investigation. Also pages 4 through 11 of the report explain the 
background of the investigation. 

All Questions related either directly or indirectly to these issues or questions 
which nave the tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less 
probable than it would be without the evidence are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
p^suant to House Resolution 167, which passed the ftill House on June 20, 1997. 
Committee Rule 20 of which you have received a copy outlines the ground rules for 
the deposition. 

Majority and Minority committee counsels will ask you questions regarding the 
subject matter of the investigation. Minority counsel will ask questions after Major- 
ity counsel has finished. After the Minority counsel has completed questioning you, 
a new round of questioning may begin. 

Members of Congress who wish to ask questions will be afforded immediate oppor- 
tunity to ask liieir questions. When they are finished, committee counsels will re- 
sume questioning. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you’re allowed to have an attorney present to 
advise you of your rights. Any objection raised during the course of the deposition 
shall be noted for the record. If the witness is instructed not to answer a question 
or otherwise refuses to answer a question, M^'ority and Minority counsel will confer 
to determine whether the objection is proper. 

If Migority and Minority counsels agree that a question is proper, the witness will 
be askra to answer the question. If an objection is not witndrawn, the Chairman 
or Member designated by the Chairman may decide whether the objection is proper. 

This deposition is considered as taken in executive session of the committee, 
which means it may not be made public without the committee’s consent. Pursuant 
to clause 2(k)7 of House Rule 11, you will be asked to abide by the Rules of the 
House and not discuss this deposition with anyone other than your attorneys or the 
issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit suggested changes 
to the Chairman. 'The transcript will be available for your view at the committee 
office. Committee staff may make any typographical and technical changes re- 
quested by you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amend- 
ments to Uie deposition transcript submitt^ by you must be accompanied by a let- 
ter requesting the changes and a statement of your reasons for each proposed 
change. 

A letter requesting any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or 
amendments must be signM by you. Any changes to the transcript will be included 
as an appendix conditioned upon you signing the transcript. 

Do you understand everything we’ve gone over so far? 

The Witness. I believe that I do. 

Ms. Remington. Do you have any questions about anything? 

Mr. Taylor. I’d like to say one thing regarding your instruction about sources of 
information. I will say to you that Mr. M^art/s answer also not include informa- 
tion the only source for wmch is his own counsel. 

Ms. Remington. Attorney-client information. 

Mr. Taylor. Attorney-client. If you ask if he has information about a subject and 
his only source for that information is conversations with his counsel, then his cor- 
rect answer is, no. 

Ms. Comstock. Are you saying his answer would not be on the information by 
the counsel, but his answer would be, no? 

Mr. Taylor. Right. 

Ms. Comstock That he has no knowledge? 

Mr. Taylor. If you would like, he can say the only information I have on that 
source came fi^m my own counsel. 

Ms. Comstock I think that might clarify it better. I think, Mr. McLarty, that 
would be better. So if there is some reason 

Mr. Taylor. But we disclaim any obligation to respond pursuant to your instruc- 
tions when the source of his information is his own counsel. 

Ms. Comstock But if he could indicate that that’s the source, then I think we 
can end it there. 

Mr. Ballen. Similarly in that regai^, it seems like the instructions call for any 
hearsay information. Certainly, at a minimum, if the witness could identify whether 
a source is not his own personal knowledge, Idiat would be helpful because I think 
the committee wants personal knowledge, not hearsay. In addition 

Ms. Comstock TTiat’s the reason we say provide the source of your knowledge, 
because if you’ve heard other people talking about it or you personally witnessed 
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it, all the sources that you provide us, provide us an indication of the validity of 
the information. 

Mr. Ballen. Well, without getting into extended discussion, I think the Minority 
takes a very different view of hearsay information perhaps and the question is reli- 
ability, admissibility in these proceedings. Secondly, though, as to any objections as 
to pertinency or relevancy, those objections must be considered ultimately by the 
full committee. The Chair may make a ruling. Any ruling by the Chair is appealable 
to the full committee. 

And if you could. Majority counsel, identify some of the other people in the room 
for the witness and counsel. 

Ms. Remington. Let me just finish some of the rules that we have during a depo- 
sition proceeding. If you don’t understand a question, please say so and counsel 
repeat it or repl^ase it so that you do understand the question. The reporter will 
be taking down everything we say and will make a written record of the deposition. 

You must give verbal, audible answers because the reporter cannot understand 
what a nod of the head or other gesture means. If you can’t hear us, please say so, 
and the counsel will repeat the question or have the court reporter read the ques- 
tion back to you. 

Please wait imtil counsel finishes each question before answering, and we will 
wait imtil you finish your answer before we ask a next question. This way the re- 
porter will then have a clear record. 

Your testimonv is being taken under oath as if we were in court and if you answer 
a question, it will be assumed that you understood the question and the answer was 
intended to be responsive to it. 

Do you understand that? 

The Witness. I believe that I do. 

Ms. Remington. Are you here voluntarily or as a result of a subpoena? 

’The Witness. I’m here voluntarily. 

Ms. Remington. Do you have any questions about the deposition before we begin 
the substantive portion of the proceeding? 

The Witness. I don’t believe I have any at this time. 

Mr. Taylor. No. 

Ms. Remington. Let me go ahead and identify the other people present in the 
room. We have investigative counsel Alicemary Leach and Michelle White of the 
Mqjorify staff and Elliott 

Mr. BERKE. Berke, B-E-R-K-E. 

Ms. Remington. — Berke of the Majority staff, as well. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Let’s give your full name and spell it for the record. Just give yoim full 
name. 

Answer. Thomas Franklin McLarty, III. 

Question. And your ciurent address, please? 

Answer. [Deleted.] 

Mr. Taylor. Can that information not be part of the public record, his home ad- 
dress? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes, if you request it when the depositions are made public, we 
could. 

Mr. Taylor. 1 request that that matter not be placed on the transcript at this 
point and any other time. You can have his home address, if you need it, but there 
should not be a document which comes into the public record with Mr. McLarty’s 
home address on it. 

Mr. Ballen. We agree with that and we object to the question. 

Mr. Taylor. I will go to the Chair of this committee if we can’t agree that that 
information does not appear in the transcript. 

Ms. Comstock. You’re talking about the public transcript? 

Mr. Ballen. Any transcript. 

Mr. Taylor. I’m talking about any transcript. 

Ms. Comstock. You’re asking that that be stricken from the record this morning, 
his address? 

Mr. Taylor. Absolutely. 

Ms. Comstock. Maybe what we can do if you agree to provide it for our investiga- 
tive purposes, if you can agree to provide the address and phone number of Mr. 
McLarty separate fixim the record just for the committee, that wouldn’t be part of 
the transcript if that would be satisfactory. 

Mr. Ballen. I don’t understand what the investigative piupose is to have Mr. 
McLarty’s home address. 'That’s my objection to it. If there was some legitimate in- 



818 


vestigative purpose, you could have it. But I don’t imderstand why we need his 
home address. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, we have phone records that we have and there may be oth- 
ers that we may need to get so we may want it identify all phone numbers and 
know that we have the, we have the right phone number by knowing Mr. McLarty’s 
correct address, so I think it is for purposes of knowing that and I’m happy to not 
have the address on the transcript reconi. That will not be a problem. 

Mr. Taylor. Fine. 

Ms. Comstock. If we can instruct the reporter in preparing this we can have that 
not be even on the paper record. If you just want to take that question out alto- 
gether, that will be fine. 

Mr. Taylor. Thank you. 

Ms. Comstock. And I guess also ask in terms of the phone records, if you could 
provide any cellar phone numbers that Mr. McLarty has had since January 20th, 
1993. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Have you, indeed, had any cell phones since January 20, 1993? 

Answer. I don’t believe I have used them. 

Question. A specific cell phone? 

Answer. I don’t use a cell phone often. 

Mr. Taylor. Ms. Comstock, we’ve provided you with all that information last year 
in connection with the Travel Office. It is in your 

Ms. Comstock All of the phone numbers to date. 

Mr. Taylor. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock So the phone numbers we had as of last year will still be correct 
as of this year? 

Mr. Taylor. We’ll verify that for you. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. I’m not going to go through extensive background because we’ve 
also gone through that before, but could you just provide the dates when you were 
at Ama? 

Answer. I started in 1983 and served untU 1992. 

Question. And when did you leave in 1992? 

Answer. In December of 1992. 

Question. And that was during the CUnton/Gore transition? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you were then part of the transition in your capacity as the named 
Chief of Staff? 

Answer. I believe that’s correct. I had been asked to serve as Chief of Staff, and 
I think that’s when I officially left Arkla. 

Question. And you began work at the White House on January 20, 1993; is that 
correct? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. And you served in this capacity as Chief of Staff untU approximately 
the summer of 1994; is that correct? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. And then you became counsel to the President; is that correct? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. And is that a position in which you currently serve? 

Answer. No, it is not. 

Question. Okay. Could you just walk us through your coimsel to the President role 
and when that ended and your current position? 

Answer. I continue to serve as counselor to the President, but also as Special 
Envoy to the Americas, and I was named to that post in December of 1996. 

Question. All right. In 1992 were you involved in any fiind-raising with the Presi- 
dent’s campaign, with the Clinton/Gore campaign in 1^2? 

Answer. Yes, I was supportive of the President’s election and solicit some funds 
for that election campaign. 

Question. And were there individuals fiom your company, Arkla, from whom you 
solicited campaign contributions? 

Answer. I don’t recall from Arkla. They generally were fi-om friends and associates 
from the State and around the countiy. 

Question. Do you know if you were involved in Truman Arnold fund-raising in 
1992? 
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Answer. I was aware Mr. Arnold was supportive of President Clinton and was a 
contributor. 

Question. And how long have you known Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. For about 25 years. 

Question. Did you work with Ron Brown on any fiind-raising matters in 1992? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Were you aware of a group called APAC, A-P-A-C, the Asian Pacific Ad- 
visory Counsel Committee, an Asian group in California, in 1992? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Nora Lum? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Or Gene Lum? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know of a company named Dynamic Energy? 

Answer. I believe, with the company named D^mamic Ener^. 

Question. And can you tell us how you’re familiar with that? 

Answer. I believe 

Mr. Taylor. The question is the source of your information. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, if you could Just tell us what you know about D 3 mamic En- 
ergy and then, in the course of that, if you can, the source of the information. 

The Witness. It is my understanding Dynamic Energy is involved in the natural 
gas business in Oklahoma. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And how did you come to learn about Dynamic Energy? 

Answer. I’m not sure how I learned of Draamic Energy and its activities. 

Question. Do you know if anyone at the White House had told you about it? 

Answer. I Just simply don’t know where I learned that information. It is my un- 
derstanding it is an independent company engaged in natural gas and perhaps the 
oil business in Oklahoma. 

Question. And were you aware of Michael Brown being involved with that com- 
pany at all? 

Mswer. At some point I did learn Mr. Brown, I believe, served on the board of 
directors. 

Question. And do you know approximately when you learned that? 

Answer. I believe it was sometime in 1993 or 1994. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Stewart Price? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. And how do you know Mr. Price? 

Answer. Mr. Price was introduced to me as a possible candidate for Congress in, 
I believe, 1993. 

Question. And do you know who introduced you? 

Answer. I believe Joan Baggett who was political director or assistant political di- 
rector at the White House at that time introduced me to Mr. Price. 

Question. And do you recall what conversation you had with Mr. Price? 

Answer. I had a meeting with him in 1993 at Ms. Baggett’s request and he dis- 
cussed his thoughts about running for office. 

Question. Was this a meeting at the White House? 

Answer. It was. 

Question. And did you encourage Mr. Price to run? 

Answer. I was generally encouraging of his running. He seemed quite positive 
about it during our meeting. 

Question. Did you discuss any fund-raising matters with Mr. Price? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe that we did. 

Question. Do you know if you discussed with him any sources of support that you 
might know of to assist him in any way? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe we discussed that type of subject matter. 

Question. Did there come a time when you became aware that Mr. Price had some 
legal issues with D 5 mamic Ene^ and that there was a source of disagreement be- 
tween the partners of Djmamic Emergy? 

Answer. At some point, I believe I was aware that there were some differences 
of views between Mr. Price and Mr. Brown. 

Question. And what were those? 

Answer. I don’t — I just knew there were differences of views between those two 
individuals. 

Question. Can you recall how you learned of that? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Michael Brown relayed that to me. 
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Question. Can you generally describe what be t(dd you? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, I’m going to object to this line of questioning. I mean 
you know I have been patient with it because I’ve been trying to figure out what 
it has to do with our investigation and how it relates to campaign finance abuse, 
but I fail to see any connection whatsoever with the mandate of tlus committee and 
the resolution, and maybe if counsel can enlighten me as to how it relates to our 
investigation, I can withdraw my objection, but other than that I feel it is objection- 
able. 

I lodge an objection as to the pertinency and relevancy of this line of inquiry. 

Ms. Comstock. I think it is public knowledge that Ihere have been conduit pay- 
ments to the Linns and Michael Brown pled gi^ty to I>pamic Energy and issues 
related to that, which is part of the committee’s investigation. 

Mr. Ballen. Well, I don’t see the nexus to this witness. 

Mr. Taylor. I can say I don’t see the nexus to this witness either. 

Ms. Comstock. But the witness has indicated that he did talk with Mr. Brown 
about his differences with Mr. Price and I’d like to continue that line of questioning. 

Mr. Taylor. I think youll rapidly find out that’s all he knows so go ahead. 

Ms. Comstock. And we have discussed this with counsel previously so I think we 
can shorten this up as much as we can. 

Mr. Taylor. Great. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. If you could just tell us your discussions with Michael Brown? 

Answer. I believe Michael Brown requested an appointment with me and he told 
me there were some differences, as I remember it, between he and Mr. Price and 
I believe he said that either had been in the public record, in the press, or was going 
to be and he simply wanted me to know that he felt he had conducted himself prop- 
erly. I listened to 1^ and that was about the extent of our discussion. 

Question. Do you know why he came to you about this? 

Answer. Earlier his father. Secretary Brown, had called me about Michael’s serv- 
ing on Dynamic’s board. 1 ^d been in the natural gas business, and asked my opin- 
ion about that. And I told him I did not know much about the company, that I 
thought Michael serving on its board was fine, but not perhaps active management. 
That was the question Secretary Brown had posed to me. So I think it was in light 
of that earlier discussion or conversation that Michael saw me. I don’t know ■vmy 
he got an appointment. Obviously, you’ll have to ask him. 

Question. And when you had this previous discussion with Ron Brown was that 
before Michael Brown served on the board? 

Answer. I don’t know whether he was already on the board or was planning to 
join the board. I just simplv don’t know. 

Question. And can you place in time when you had the conversation with Michael 
Brown about Stewart Price? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, sitting here today. I’m not certain. I believe it was 1994, 
but I can’t be certain of that. 

Question. And did you have any other conversations with Michael Brown about 
Dynamic Energy? 

Answer. Not that I recall. I don’t believe that 1 did. 

Question. Did you have any conversations with Ron Brown about Dynamic En- 
ergy? 

Answer. I believe it was only that one conversation with Secretary Brown as I 
remember it. 

Question. All right. And when independent counsel was appointed to look into Mr. 
Brown’s financial dealings, did you ever become aware that Dynamic Energy was 
part of what the independent counsel was looking at? 

Answer. I don’t believe 1 was aware of that. 

Question. And you did not then have any discussion with Ron or Michael Brown 
about any independent counsel investigation? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. And I’m going to object to that line of questioning. To get into what 
a closed independent counsel investigation Ron Brown and what Mr. McLa^ may 
or may not have said is not within the relevant scope of this committee’s inquiry. 

Mr. Tayix>R. I agree with Mr. Ballen. But I think he’s answered he didn’t Mve 
any. 

Ms. Comstock Were you aware of anyone at the White House monitoring any 
matters relating to the Ron Brown investigation? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. Same grounds. 

Mr. Taylor. Can you state the relevancy of this line of questioning? 
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Ms. Comstock. I’m asking whether or not Mr. McLarty is aware of anyone at the 
White House monitoring the investigation into Ron Brown. 

Mr. Taylor. Yeah, but what’s the relevance whether he knows anybody at the 
White House monitored the investigation? 

Ms. Comstock. I’m looking into the matter relating to any obstruction of the in- 
vestigations relating to the matters that were investigated. 

Mr. Taylor. Nobody, Ms. Comstock, has ever suggested — ^you can ask whether he 
knows about any homicides, too. You can ask if he knows about any improper con- 
duct. But there is a scope issue here. He doesn’t know an 3 rthing about monitoring 
of any investigations, but I’m troubled by the absence of any relevance to fund-rais- 
ing. 

Mr. Ballen. And I might note in the report the obstruction of justice language 
relates to Webb HubbeU and there was no mention of obstruction of justice involving 
Ron Brown or alleged activity thereof. 

Mr. Taylor. Do you know of any? 

The Witness. No, I do not. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Were you aware of Jane Sherburne of the White House generally mon- 
itoring various investigations of the Clinton Administration? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to renew the same objection. 

Mr. Taylor. I agree. That you’re aware of. 

Ask the next question. 

Ms. Comstock. Are you instructing the client not to answer that question? 

Mr. Taylor. Yeah. 

Ms. Comstock. And could you state the basis of that objection? 

Mr. Taylor. First of all, I don’t know what yom purpose here is, but it is begin- 
ning to sound to me like issues of privilege, attorney-client privilege. White House 
privilege, executive privilege may be implicated. I may have to call the Office of 
White House Counsel to get some instructions here. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, it is well within the public purview that Ms. Sherburne had 
been involved with monitoring various activities. That’s information that’s b«en out 
in the public for over a year now. There are actually documents that were turned 
over to this committee last year. I’m just asking the witness if he had any knowl- 
edge of that at that time and that’s information ffiat is public at this time. 

Mr. Taylor. Did he have any knowledge of Ms. Sherburne monitoring 

Ms. Comstock. Any investigations at the White House. 

Mr. Taylor. Do you have any knowledge of Jane’s monitoring? 

The Witness. I was aware that Ms. Sherburne was part of the White House 
Counsel’s Office and dealt with various legal matters, I thought, primarily associ- 
ated with the Whitewater review. I had no knowledge of her area of responsibilities 
and activities. 

Ms. . Comstock. And so she never spoke with you about any legal matters that 
related to you in any way? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object to that question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I mean did there ever come a time when she was speaking with you 
about any legal matters that were under investigation? 

Answer. I think if I had a deposition or some type of appearance 

Mr. Taylor. The answer is, yes. 

The Witness. That she did. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And would that be only regarding depositions or appearances before 
various investigative bodies? 

Answer. Yes, 1 believe that’s right, for any matters related to me. 

Question. And did anybody in the counsel’s office ever speak to you about any 
matters related to Dynamic Energy or Oklahoma Corporation Commission? 

Answer. They may have when there was some public press. I don’t recall. But 
they may have. 

Question. And do you recall what those conversations were? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to renew my objection. Now we’re into White House Coim- 
sel’s conversations with this witness on a matter that is not the topic of this inves- 
tigation. I think it is very far afield and not a proper question for the witness. 
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Mr. Taylor. The question is whether you talked to members of the White House 
Counsel’s Office about the Dynamic Energy Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
issues? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. 

Mr. Taylor. I think you can answer that. 

The Witness. I don’t believe I talked with them about any Dynamic Oklahoma 
Corporation Commission matters at all. 

Mr. Taylor. Well 

The Witness. If there was a matter of public press about me, I would either in- 
form the counsel’s office or give them the back^vund and there might have been 
some overlap in that way. 

Mr. Taylor. At the time of the Business Week article, you had conversations with 
them. 

The Witness. Uh-huh. 

Ms. Comstock. And you’re referring to a Business Week article that talked about 
the Oklahoma situation; is that correct? 

Mr. Taylor. Right. 

Ms. Comstock. So you just had discussions about the article, not the substantive 
discussions about any underlying facts; would that be a fair characterization? 

The Witness. Well, I relate to them that I thought the article was baseless and 
not factually correct 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. And do you recall what ^ou told them particularly that was incorrect? 

Answer. I don’t remember the specffics of the discussion. I just basically told them 
the article was inaccurate in my opinion and why. 

Question. Since we referred to uie article, so that we know, this was January 20, 
1997, Business Week article. Is that the article to which you’re referring? 

Answer. It is. 

Mr. Ballen. Does Minority counsel have a copy of that article, please? 

Ms. Comstock I gave the witness a full copy of it. I think wew missing the end 
of that page there. 

Mr. Ballen. Okay. 


examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. I just wrmt to allow the witness to review it, and then if you could just 
generally, if you recall what you had told them was inaccurate in the article? 

Answer. I think there was the supposition that somehow the purchase of Dyn^ic 
Energy in this article by the Lums was some how related to me and any activities 
at ArUa, emd I conveyed there was iust absolutely no relationship whatsoever. I 
didn’t know anything about the purchase of Dynamic, didn’t know the Lums, Dy- 
namic did no business with Arkla and there just was no relationship in my mind 
whatsoever. I knew nothing about it, and that the innuendoes and some allegations 
was just baseless. 

Question. And that’s what you relayed to Jane Sherburne. 

I’m sorry, she wasn’t there in 1997. So you related to somebody in the Counsel 
Office. 

Answer. I believe that’s right. 

Question. And that is your testimony here today also? 

Answer. That’s right 

Question. Thank you. 

ib. Ballen. I just want it very plain for the record that the Minoiiiy objects to 
this entire area of inquiry as beyond the scope of what the members of this commit- 
tee voted on to require. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So I’ll just very quickly, then, move through this area. 

You said you have no Imowledge of the Liuns. You would have no knowledge of 
any of the conduit payments or any 

Answer. I would not know the Lums if they walked in the door here. 

Question. And the matters relating to any conduit payments and Michael Brown, 
you have no knowledge of that. 

Answer. I have no knowle^e about that. 

Question. So prior to Mr. Brown pleading guilty, you didn’t know anything about 
those conduit payments that Mr. Brown plM guilty to? 

Answer. No, I did not. 
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Question. And any of the conversations you had with Mr. Brown’s contributions 
never came up? 

Answer. That never came up. 

Question. Were you aware of Bill Burton in your office speaking with reporters 
about these matters earlier in 1993 and 1994? 

Answer. Yes, I was. 

Question. And could you just generally describe what conversations you had with 
Mr. Burton and what about these matters? 

Answer. I don’t believe the matters in 1993 were related to D 3 mamic Energy or 
the Liuns. I think there was an article in the Oklahoma press about an allegation 
regarding Arkla and the Public Service Commission and whether that article be- 
came public. I think Mr. Burton responded to the press. 

Question. And was that regarding Bill Anderson, the lobbsdst who was involved 
in some 

Answer. He was involved 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. Again, we’re under a different topic again way outside this 
committee’s scope. I want to again object on the pertinency and relevancy lines. If 
counsel can show where these allegations regarding Arkla are in the committee re- 
port, I’d be happy to withdraw my objection. I don’t see an 3 rthing even remotely re- 
lated to this in the committee report. It is important that the committee, that coun- 
sel for the committee ask questions of the witness that are related to the committee 
scope as voted on by the Members and that is the scope that was approved by the 
House, full House. I just don’t see any nexus or statement that this kind of matter 
is in the committee’s jurisdiction. 

Mr. Taylor. There is no question pending. I agree with Mr. Ballen. Why don’t 
you ask your next question? 

Ms. Comstock. Well, I’d like to finish up this hne of questions. I think the wit- 
ness and his attorneys are aware there have been a number of allegations that are 
relating to these matters we’re investigating, and I’d like to give the witness an op- 
portumty. I believe he has refuted these, and I would like to give the witness an 
opportunity to refute. 

Mr. Taylor. Well, we might enjoy that, but is the committee investigating the 
Arkla allegations? 

Ms. Comstock No, we’re looking at matters related to the Lums and Dynamic 
Energy and so that is what we’re looking at. 

Mr. Taylor. Well, this matter is not related to the Lums and Dynamic Energy. 

Ms. Comstock I think in the discussions of publically, the matters have been 
connected up; and I’d like to briefly address these and Mr. Burton had discussed 
this with some news reporters. I think we can pretty quickly move through this. 

Mr. Ballen. If you can tell us how they’ve been connect^ up, I think that’s fine. 
I don’t know how they’ve been connected up. 

Mr. Taylor. Well, let’s see if we can move through this in the interest of Mr. 
McLarty’s time. You want to know whether he knows if Burton responded in 1993 
and 1994 at a time when there were articles in the print media about an investiga- 
tion of payments to members of the Okltihoma Public Service Commission? 

Ms. Comstock Yeah, 

Mr. Taylor. You’ve answered that question. 

The Witness. I believe I have. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. You talked to Mr. Burton about it? 

Answer. I think he actually raised the matter with me, but, yes, I discussed it 
with him. 

Question. Did you authorize him to speak with the press on your behalf? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And the statements that he relayed, can you tell us the discussion you 
had with Mr. Burton? 

Answer. I’m sor^ repeat your question. 

Question. The discussion you had with Mr. Burton and what you authorized him 
to say about the matter? 

Answer. I told him I knew nothing about these allegations and to make that clear 
to the press, which he did so. And I believe in 1993 that the Lums and Dynamic 
Energy were not part of his discussions with the press or the press stories at all. 

Question. I want to move into questions regarding Mr. HubbeU. You have known 
Mr. HubbeU for how long? 

Answer. Approximately 30 years. 
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Question. In 1993, when he first joined the administration at any time in the 
spring of 1993, while he was going through the confirmation process, did you leam 
of any Rose Law Firm partners coming to Mr. Hubbell to discuss any problems at 
the fmn? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. When did you first leam of any problems at the Rose Law Firm pertain- 
ing to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I believe shortly before they appeared in the press in 1994. 

Question. In 1993, were you aware of an individual named Amy Stewart being in- 
volved in Mr. Hubby’s confirmation process? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. Do you know Amy Stewart? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Could you tell us how you learned of Mr. Hubbell’s legal problems with 
the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. I beUeve I was informed that there was going to be a story in the Wash- 
ington Post about a billing dispute with Mr. Hubbell from someone in the White 
House. I don’t recall who informed me. 

Question. You don’t recall who in the White House? 

.^swer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know if it was somebody on your staff? 

Answer. I don’t believe it was. But I simply don’t know. I can’t recall sitting here 
today who informed me. Someone in the WMte House told me there was going to 
be a story appearing about a billing dispute between Mr. Hubbell and the r!^ Law 
Firm partners. 

Question. Was it somebody just physically in the White House or an employee of 
the White House? 

Answer. I believe it was an employee of the White House. I just simply don’t re- 
call who it was. 

Question. And do you know if it was the President or the First Lady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or it was definitely an employee? 

Answer. No, it was a staff member of the White House. 

Question. Can you recall if it was somebody in the communications or 

Answer. I don’t recall who it was. I have a recollection it probably came to the 
press office, but I just can’t say sitting here today for certain who notined me. 

Question. And what did you do when you were notified? 

Answer. I called Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. And can you tell us about that discussion? 

Answer. Yes. I asked him about this matter. It surprised me. He assured me that 
he was focused on the matter. It was a billing dispute between he and his former 
partners, and I believe he told me that he fdt that it could be resolved amicably 
and timely. That’s how 1 remember the conversation with Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. And what did you say to him? 

Answer. I told him I hoped that would be the case, as I remember. Something 
to that effect. 

Question. And did you have any conversations with anybody at the White House 
about that after your conversation with Mr. Hubbell? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Could we have a time frame on this conversation? 

The Witness. I believe the article appeared around March 1st of 19^, and I 
think it was a day or two before the article. I think I called him in advance of tiie 
article actually appearing. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Can you describe any subsequent conversations that you had with any- 
body following that? 

Answer. I oeUeve I reported my conversation or related my conversation to Ms. 
R^ers, who was press secretary, and I may have told other staff members in the 
White House, including members on my stan. 

Question. And would that have included Mark Middleton? 

Answer. It probably would have included Mr. Burton is who I was referring to. 
Question. And do you know what you told Mr. Burton? 

Answer. I think I simply related the conversation to him as I did to you. 

Question. And did you speak with the President about this? 

Answer. I don’t recall speaking to the President about it, but I certainly could 
have. 
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Question. You don’t recall at that precise time speaking with the President, or you 
don’t recall at all talking with the President about Mr. Hubbell’s legal problems? 

Answer. In that time period I don’t recall whether I related my telephone con- 
versation with Mr. Hubbell to the President or not. I just simply don’t remember 
whether I did in that time frame. 

Question. All right. Do you recall if you spoke with the First Lady about that con- 
versation? 

Answer. I don’t recall my speaking to the First Lady about it. It’s possible that 
I did, but I don’t remember that I did. 

Question. You were aware that Mrs. Clinton had been a partner at the Rose Law 
Firm with Mr. Hubbell, of course? 

Answer. Yes, I was aware of that. 

Question. And have you ever had any discussions prior to learning of this with 
the First Lady about any legal problems at the Rose Law Firm with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No, I was not aware of any legal problems at all. 

Question. So you had not talked to any partners at the Rose Law Firm or heard 
about any accounts from anybody else who relayed information to you? 

Answer. No, I had not. 

Question. Okay. Nobody from Arkansas had called you and given you a heads up 
before you heard about the news article or anything like that? 

Answer. No. I think — no, I don’t believe I had heard about it prior to being noti- 
fied by a staff member at the White House. 

Question. This is the March 2nd Washington Post article about the law firm, 
about the Rose Law Firm probing Mr. Hubbell. In this article it discusses an inter- 
nal investigation to be done by the firm in the summer of 1992, and it mentions 
CRTC investigating these matters, and that the law firm had been subpoenaed by 
Mr. Fiske. Do you recall discussing any of these particulars with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you recall on or arotmd March 2nd with the appearance of this arti- 
cle if you were involved in any discussions about what this investigation of Mr. Hub- 
bell was going to include? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I had any discussions of that type. 

Question. With anybody at the White House? 

Answer. I don’t recall any discussions. My understanding was a billing dispute be- 
tween the partners, former partners, of Mr. Hubbell’s—Jlose Law Firm and Mr. 
HubbeU. 

Question. And so when this article appeared on March 2nd, 1994, and discussed 
that the firm was considering notifying the CRTC that the law firm had been sub- 
poenaed by Mr. Fiske, you did not discuss anything like that with anybody at the 
White House? 

Answer. I don’t recall having discussions of that type in the White House, Ms. 
Comstock. 

Question. Were you aware of anyone at the White House being concerned about 
any of those matters? 

Answer. I don’t recall those matters being raised with me. 

Question. Do you know if anybody was working on those matters at the White 
House? 

Answer. I’m not aware that they were. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Ickes working on any of these matters related 
to Mr. HubbeU? 

Mr. Taylor. The problem with the questions, Barbara, is that the time frame of 
them is not clear. We aU understand that the HubbeU issue and the decision about 
it was an evolving process, and to ask him whether he ever — if your question means 
did he ever have a conversation with anybody about the unfolding HubbeU set of 
problems, that’s one thing. I think he has understanding your questions to refer to 
this article. 

The Witness. Uh-huh. 

Ms. Comstock. I’m talking about the March time frame; I mean, from the time 
you learned of Mr. HubbeU having some legal problems to the time he resigned, if 
we can contain it in that time initiaUy, if there were 

The Witness. Yes, I don’t think I imderstood — I’m not clear on your question. 

Mr. Ballen. I had understood the question as to referring simply to the March 
2nd or thereabouts. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Why don’t we expand. He annoimced his resignation on March 14th, so 
I’m not talking about a huge amount of time, but if we could discuss it in that time 
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inune, from the time you first got notified of the article which you have indicated 
is yoiu* first recollection of knowing about this to maybe the time when he resigned, 
and if you can walk through any conversations you had with people at the White 
House about matters relat^ to Mr. Hubbell. 

Answer. I’m stiU not perfectly clear. 

Mr. Taylor. The question now is 

The Witness. I’m soi^. 

Mr. Taylor [continuing]. Starting on the first of March, when you first learned 
about it, take us through your contacts and conversations inside the White House 
leading up to the resignation. 

Mr. Ballen. The announcement of the resignation on March 14th. 

Mr. Taylor. On Monday. 

Forget the article, forget the article. Just tell her what happened that you are 
aware of in the White House, the context and conversations which we know oc- 
curred leading up to the resignation. 

The Witness. The article had appeared on March the 2nd, which I’ve already dis- 
cussed with you. I believe there were some subsequent articles that may have come 
up at oiu* regular staff meetings about current news articles in the newspaper that 
appeared between this article and the resignation on the 14th. I don’t recall that, 
but it’s certainly possible. I spoke with Mr. Kantor on, I believe, Saturday. I believe 
I talked to Ambassador Kantor about another matter, and during the course of our 
conversation, Mr. Hubbell’s situation came up, and Mr. Kantor related that he had 
had discussions with Mr. Hubbell, which did not siuprise me; I knew they were good 
fiiends and had, I believe, worked together on various legal matters. And Mr. 
Kantor indicated that this matter was a matter he did not uiink perhaps could be 
resolved timely and was weighing heavUy on Mr. Hubbell, and he felt badly about 
that, something along those lines, Ms. Comstock. 

During that conversation with Mr. Kantor, he said that Mr. Blair, Jim Blair, had 
spoken with Mr. Hubbell or with Mr. Kantor and shared his less than optiinistic 
view about this situation, and Mr. Kantor expressed personal concern as a inend 
and colleague of Mr. Hubbell’s during the conversation as well, as I remember it. 

I then called Mt- Blair, whom I knew, because I was not aware that he had had 
conversations with Mr. Kantor or Mr. Hubbell. As I remember that telephone con- 
versation, Mr. Blair also had a negative assessment that this situation would re- 
solve in a satisfactorjr or favorable way, or in a timely way. I believe he said some- 
thing like, there’s acrimony on both sides of this issue, and he too felt badly for Mr. 
Hubbell. 

That then led to the Sunday discussion of this matter, which occurred after a 
meeting in the White House with the President and the First Lady where we had 
talked about the organization and staffing of the White House, and as that meeting 
concluded, someone raised the matter of Mr. Hubbell, and that the possible— the 
possibility of his resigning. I do not recall who raised that matter at the meeting 
I am tall^g about on Sunday. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And who was at that meeting? 

Answer. That’s what I was just going to say. The President and First Lady were 
present, as I think I’ve already noted. Mr. Ickes, who was Deputy Chief of Staff; 
Ms. Williams, who was Chief of Staff to the First Lady; Mr. David Kendall, the 
President’s personal attorney finm Williams & Connolly; and I believe Mr. Bob 
Barnett was present, who is a partner of Mr. Kendall’s. 

Question. Was Bruce Lindsey at that meeting? 

Answer. I don’t believe Mr. Lindsey was present at that meeting. It’s possible, but 
I don’t believe he was present. 

Question. Okay. I’m sorry. Continue. 

Answer. After the meetmg concluded about the staffing and organization of the 
White House, particularly with a change in White House counsels with Mr. Nuss- 
baum leaving and Mr. Cutler joining the White House, someone raised the Hubbell 
matter as we were breaking up and suggested this was becoming increasingly a top- 
ical matter in the press and might lead to the necessm^ consideration of whether 
Mr. Hubbell could continue to serve effectively as Associate Attorney General. 

There was a brief discussion about the current situation, and as I remember that 
conversation, there was not closure reached in terms of Mr. Hubbell’s making a de- 
cision to resign or being asked to resign, but I think I gathered that the trend line 
was a negative one, which was consistent with my conversations with Mr. Kantor 
and Mr. Blair. I believe that is a 
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Ms. Comstock. I’m sorry. We have had some other people come in the room. Why 
don’t we identify them for the record. 

Mr. Ballen. This is Michael Yang, and this is Michael Raphael with the Minority 
staff. 

Mr. Bossm. Tom Bossert, B-O-S-S-E-R-T. 

Ms. Comstock. An intern with our office. 

Nobody else can come in the room. Just so you know, we haven’t had that happen 
yet, too many strays wandering in. 

Mr. Ballen. Is there a question pending? 

Ms. Comstock. No. I think Mr. McLarty was continuing the narrative of the 
meeting on Simday, I guess it would be March 13th. 

The Witness. That’s correct. 

Mr. Taylor. Then I think the question fairly calls for you to take them all the 
way to the point of the resignation itself. 

The Witness. All right. 

As I recall, I don’t believe I had any further conversations about the matter that 
day, although I may have, and I believe I was informed the next day, Monday, that 
Mr. HubbeU had made a decision to resign, and that resignation would be an- 
nounced Monday effective at some later date. And I beUeve, Ms. Comstock, that I 
called Mr. HubbeU I beUeve, on that day, it may have been the next day, but I be- 
lieve it was that day, Monday, after the public announcement had been made and 
expressed my regret that he had reached this decision, but understood his decision 
and support^ it, and thanked him for his service and wished him weU. 

I beUeve that’s a fuU recitation of the events. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Returning to — I think we need to describe the Saturday discussion with 
Mr. Kantor. 1 guess the Sunday meeting you went through. 'That would be then Sat- 
urday, March 12th, and Sunday, March 13th, and the resignation occurs on Mon- 
day, March 14th. 

The first article that we discussed was March 2nd, 1994. Do you recaU if you had 
any conversations between March 2nd, 1994, or not — I think you testified you heard 
about this a few days before the article appeared? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Between the time of those conversations that you have testified to prior 
to the first article and that Saturday, the 12th, those conversations with Mr. 
Kantor, do you recaU any conversations you had with anyone at the White House 
about Mr. HubbeU’s situation? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. If I could just put this in context to refresh your recollection, do you 
recall at or around early March of 1994, I believe it was March 4th, 1994, there 
were a number of subpoenas to the White House, it was a Thursday or Friday after- 
noon, for a number of Whitewater matters. Do you recall anything having to do with 
Mr. HubbeU that came up in the context of receiving subpoenas? And I’m not asking 
you about the subpoenas themselves, I’m just asking you in light of that happening, 
if ffiere were discussions at the White House about any matters related to Webster 
HubbeU? 

Answer. No, I don’t recaU any discussions of that type. 

Question. And then at that tune Mr. Nussbaum also resigned in the wake of those 
various activities, the subpoenas and a niunber — ^it was approximately March 4th 
or 5th also. I’m not connecting that together. I’m just saying at that time, there 
were a lot of— there were a lot of events occurring, to place it in context, with aU 
of these events happening, if that refreshes your recoUection in terms of any matters 
that were discuss^ pertaining to Mr. HubbeU. 

Answer. I don’t recall any discussions regarding Mr. HubbeU and the Whitewater 
subpoenas whatsoever. 

Question. So you don’t recaU any discussions about the fact that Mr. Fiske may 
be looking at Mr. HubbeU also in the context of Mr. Fiske putting out subpoenas; 
there never was any discussion in that early March time about well, now, the^re 
looking at Mr. HubbeU, too? 

Answer. I certainly never — I don’t believe I heard any discussion of that type. I 
don’t recaU any discussion of that type sitting here today. 

Question. Okay. Were you ever aware prior to Mr. HubbeU resigning of any dis- 
cussions of a settlement of Mr. HubbeU with the Rose Law Firm? 

Mr. Taylor. Well, he has testified that HubbeU told him he thought it could be 
resolved amicably. 
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Ms. Comstock. I was just wondering if he was trying to try to make a settlement, 
or if— what he was doing about trying to pay them, you know, and resolve this. 

The Witness. No, I heard — I don’t beheve I was aware of any settlement discus- 
sions, other than as I was going to testify Mr. Hubbell suggesting to me he thought 
this matter, a billing dispute matter, could be resolved, I believe he said, in an ami- 
cable and a timely fashion. I think that’s what I remember. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. So he never said anything to you like, my attorney is trying to settle 
this with him, and it should be t^en care of by X date, or anything like tlmt? 

Answer. No, no, I didn’t have any knowledge of any semement discussions, if 
there were any. 

Question. Did he ever mention to you his talking to any of the partners at the 
law firm? 

Answer. I don’t recall his saying anything of that nature to me; no, I do not. 

Question. Do you remember anything about there were certain partners who were 
friendly to him and certain partners who weren’t, and how he was trying to work 
with either side of the dispute? 

Answer. No, he did not share any of that type of information or insight with me, 
nor did I ask him. 

Question. Did you ever discuss any of these matters with Bill Kennedy, who had 
also been a partner at the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I ever spoke to Mr. Kennedy. 

Question. At no time between sort of your learning about these articles and Mr. 
Hubbell’s resignation did you ever talk to Mr. Kennedy about this? 

Answer. No, I don’t beueve I ever spoke with Mr. Kennedy about it, to the best 
of my recollection. 

Question. Were you ever aware of anybody else at the White House who may have 
talked to Mr. Kennedy about any knowledge he had about how the Rose Law Firm 
was going to handle the matters pertaining to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No, I can’t recall any discussions of that type by anyone else with Mr. 
Kennedy or their being related to me. 

Question. If I could return to the Saturday discussion that you said you had with 
Mr. Kantor. Mr. Kantor told you that Jim Blair spoke with him? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Kantor related that he had spoken with Mr. Blair. 

Question. Did you know who called who? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. It was just my understanding that Mr. Kantor said he and Mr. Blair had 
^oken, if I recall correctly, and that Mr. Blair had also spoken to Mr. Hubbell. 
'That’s as I remember the conversation with Ambassador Kantor. 

Question. Did Mr. Kantor tell you what Mr. Blair had said to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe he went into detail. I don’t recall that he did. 

Question. Did he tell you that Mr. Blair told Mr. Hubbell he thought he should 
resign? 

.^swer. I don’t recall Mr. KantoFs telling me that. 

Question. Okay. Did Mr. Kantor tell you anything about Mr. Blair speaking with 
the Rose Law Firm partners? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe he mentioned that to me. 

Question. Now, you said you in turn called Mr. Blair; is that correct? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. When you spoke with Mr. Blair, did he ever tell you he had been in 
touch with people at the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. I don’t recall his saying that, and I don’t believe that he did. It is possible 
that he did, but I don’t believe he did in our telephone conversations. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Blair being in touch with the firm? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. No one at the White House ever mentioned anything about Jim Blair 
is in touch with Rose Law Firm partners? 

Answer. I didn’t know Mr. Blair was involved at all until Ambassador Kantor told 
me Saturday morning. I believe it was Saturday morning. 

Question. In this discussion with Mr. Blair, did Mr. Blair tell you he had spoken 
with the President about Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I don’t remember that he did. It’s possible that he did. I don’t remember 
in that telephone conversation Mr. Blair saying that. 

Question. Did he tell you anything about the President asking him, Mr. Blair, to 
speak to Mr. Hubbell about resigning? 
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Answer. I don’t recall anyone, Mr. Blair or anyone, relating to me that they had 
asked Mr. Hubbell or were going to ask or were considering to ask Mr. Hubbell to 
resign. I don’t remember that being an issue. 

Question. All right. So to your knowledge, I mean do you know if anyone asked 
Mr. Hubbell to resign? 

Answer. To my knowledge, no one did or — did ask him to resign. He made that 
decision on his own. 

Question. So your understanding was that Mr. Hubbell himself made the decision 
and nobody had asked him to resign? 

Answer. That’s my understanding, that Mr. Hubbell reached that decision. 

Question. And so that nobody — ^your understanding is no one had gone to Mr. 
Hubbell and told him, the President would like you to do this, or I’ve spoken with 
the President, and he would like you to do this? 

Answer. I don’t recall anyone telling me that they had been asked to discuss that 
with Mr. Hubbell or they were considering doing that. It’s possible that they did, 
but I don’t believe so. 

Question. I’m showing the witness a document, I guess, from your calendar, EOP 
52248, 1 believe it is. It’s cut off on yoiu* copy. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. And the date of it is February 21st. At the bottom of the page it reads, 
“Webb/Legal,” and then it says, number 1, Kennedy, it appears. 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Or actually, maybe you could teU us what it says. If that’s your hand- 
writing, you would be better at reading that, if you could? 

Answer. It’s a diplomatic way of asking me to read my handwriting. 

Mr. Ballen. In fact, is it your handwriting woidd be the first question, sir? 

The Witness. I believe it is. I believe it is. 

It is on my to do list, and up at the top here it was, one, organization, ORG, that’s 
what that stands for; and then as item number, I believe, II on what was a long 
list here, it has, “Webb/Legal.” And then it was, one, Kennedy; two, Bemie; three, 
HRC attitude; and then by the side of it it has “Webb” noted on the side. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. And can you tell us what you recall this was referring to? 

Answer. It’s always difficult to recall with certainty notes that you made several 
years ago on a to do list, but I am relatively certain that what this suggests is a 
number of staffing organization matters that I was considering at the time, and I 
believe this notes my wanting Webb’s opinion about Mr. Nussbaum and whether or 
not it was — ^whether or not Mr. Nussbaum should continue as White House legal 
counsel, whether Mr. Kennedy should continue in the Legal Counsel’s Office, what 
was his judgment about that; and then if Mr. Nussbaum were replaced, how Mrs. 
Clinton would feel about that, oven their fnendship; and also if Mr. Kennedy were 
either replaced or moved to a mfferent position, how Mrs. Clinton would feel about 
that. 

So I think I was asking for Mr. Hubbell’s opinion about certain organization and 
staffing matters of individueds that he knew. 

Question. And what were the matters related to Mr. Kennedy at that time? 

Answer. I think, as I recall it, Mr. Kennedy had worked closely with Mr. Foster, 
who, of course, had taken his life, and if we had a change in the White House Coun- 
sel’s Office, how they would feel about retaining some of the staff there, and was 
it time to make some rather broad changes in the White House Counsel’s Office, 
if, indeed, a change were made. 

Question. Okay. So the legal reference with Mr. Hubbell has nothing to do with 
Mr. Hubbell’s legal situation then? 

Answer. That’s absolutely correct. 

Question. So as of February 21st, 1994, you had no idea about any legal problems 
related to Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. None whatsoever. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. Let’s make that Deposition Exhibit number 1. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at end of the depo- 
sition.] 

The Witness. May we take a break for just a couple of minutes? 

Ms. Comstock. Sure. 

[Brief recess.] 
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Mr. BALI.EN. There are other people in the room. Could we just introduce them 
again? 

Ms. Comstock Mr. Bossie is also here. I thinle that’s the only addition we have 
had, and we have had a few exits. 

E3CAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Other than Mr. Kantor or Mr. Blair, do you know of anyone else who 
spoke to Mr. Hubbell prior to his resigning? 

Answer. I’m sorry. 

Question. You mentioned the conversations that you knew about that Mr. Kantor 
and Mr. Blair had with Mr. Hubbell, and iKen you yourself had a conversation. Was 
there anybody else that you knew of who spoke to Mr. Hubbell prior to his resign- 
ing? 

Answer. No, I’m not sure who spoke to Mr. Hubbell prior to his resiming. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if David Kendall or Bob Barnett ta&ed with him? 

Answer. I don’t know whether they spoke with him or not. 

Question. Or Bruce Lindsey? 

Answer. I don’t know whefeer Mr. Lindsey talked to Mr. Hubbell or not. 

Question. Do you know if Skip Rutherford had been in touch with him at all? 

Answer. I don’t know whether Mr. Rutherford had talked to Webb or not. 

Question. So there is nobody else that comes to mind that you can think of who 
spoke to Mr. Hubbell prior to his resignation? 

Answer. No, there’s not. 

Question. V^en you spoke with Mr. Hubbell, did you ever have any discussion 
with him about what he would do if he left the Justice Department? 

Answer. I don’t recall whether I did or not. I may have. I don’t know whether 
we covered that subject matter when I talked to him or not. 

Mr. Ballen. Could we just have a time frame? Are we still in the March 

The Witness. As I think Ms. Comstock is referring to my calling Mr. Hubbell on 
the 14th or 15th. That’s how I took your question. 

Ms. Comstock Yes. 

The Witness. Is that right? 

Ms. Comstock Yes. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And the time frame, when you were having— or, you know, initially 
when you described the initial phone call you had with him where he said it’s no 
problem, so I am assuming that didn’t come up at that time, and now after he re- 
signed, did you ever have any conversation? 

Answer. It may have come up in the conversation, but I don’t remember that it 
did. 

Question. But prior to him resigning, you don’t recall any discussions with him 
about what he would do? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, to the best of my memory, I do not believe I spoke to Mr. 
Hubbell, I certainly don’t recall speaking to him, between the time I visited with 
him on March the 1st, or whatever date it was before the article, and his resigning 
on the 14th. I don’t believe I talked to Mr. Hubbell during that period. It’s possible 
I did and don’t remember it, but I don’t believe I spoke to him. 

Question. And in the Sunday meeting that you discussed. I’m showing the witness 
a copy of your calendar, EOF 52249, and if you could just — again, this is your hand- 
writing; is that correct? 

Answer. It is. 

Question. Okay. Could you read for us what the entry that is there says? 

Answer. It says, Jim Blair, Kendall/Webb, HRC statement, Maggie. 

Question. And could you tell us what that refers to? 

Answer. I can’t teU you with certainty sitting here today what it refers to, but 
I can, I believe, make a reasonably good surmise or guess. 

Question. Okay. Could you do that for me? 

Answer. I think it contemplates if Mr. Hubbell resigns, that we will need a state- 
ment perhaps from Mrs. Clinton about his resignation and maybe other statements 
as well, and that I’m going to discuss that or assign someone to discuss that with 
Mr. Blair, Mr. Kendall and Ms. Williams. 

Question. And was this the time of the meeting on Sunday with the 1 o’clock entry 
there, if you recall when the meeting was on Sunday? 

Answer. The meeting was on Sunday morning, so this was after the meeting. 

Question. So these are notes that you think you made after the meeting? 
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Answer. I don’t know that I made them after the meeting, Ms. Comstock. This 
is how I kind of keep my calendar here a bit, so I may have already had these notes, 
and I may have mane it after the meetii^. I just simply don’t know. 

Question. Do you know if you made any notes during that meeting on Sunday, 
the 13th? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Okay. Do you know what you did with those notes? 

Answer. They are in my files. 

Question. And did the notes at all refer to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. They did not. 

Question. The notes were regarding organization and staffing of the White House? 

Answer. And staffing, yes. 

Question. Do you recall if anyone else at the meeting took notes? 

Answer. I don’t know whetner anyone else at the meeting took notes or not. I 
don’t recall that they did. 

Question. From your experience at the White House working with Ms. Maggie 
WiUiams, did Ms. Williams usually take notes in meetings that you were at with 
her? 

Answer. I honestly don’t know. 

Question. Or Mr. Ickes, did he usually take notes in meetings? 

Answer. Mr. Ickes, from time to time I noticed him taking notes at meetings, yes. 
I don’t recall whether he took notes at this meeting or not. 

Question. Okay. And you had said that as the meeting concluded that Sunday 
morning, that somebody who you couldn’t recall raised the issue of Mr. Hubbell and 
him resigning. Do you recall at any point during the meeting if you had said any- 
thing about what Mr. Hubbell was going to do or nelping Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall that matter coming up in the discussion about Mr. Hub- 
bell at all. 

Question. In news reports it’s been indicated that you do recall something being 
said to the First Lady; is that correct? 

Answer. It was after the meeting was breaking up. 

Question. And that was the meeting on the 13th? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. I don’t believe we discussed that yet. Could you tell us about that? 

Answer. We have not. 

The formal meeting about the staffing and organization had concluded. The sub- 
ject about Mr. HubbeU had been raised. We concluded that discussion. 

Question. So the discussion about Mr. Hubbell came up within the meeting of — 
generally of all the people? 

Answer. I beUeve most of the participants were still there. It’s possible one or two 
had left, had departed. 

Question. Okay. And that was the discussion of him resigning? 

Answer. The possibility of his resigning. 

Question. And your understanding of that was that there hadn’t been a final deci- 
sion yet? 

Answer. As I remember it sitting here today, there was not closure reached at this 
meeting. 

Question. Do you recall anything the President said in the meeting about Mr. 
HubbeU? 

Answer. As I remember it, the President listened to the discussion. I don’t recaU 
his saying an 3 rthing. He may have, but I don’t recaU his making any comments dxu:- 
ing this (Uscussion about Mr. HubbeU. 

Question. Do you recMl if the First Lady said anything in that discussion? 

Answer. I recaU her Ustening as weU, and I don’t recaU her msiking any com- 
ments. She may have, but I don’t recaU any remarks that she made. 

Question. Can you generaUy recaU who it was that was making, sort of narrow- 
ing — I mean, it is a small group of people — who was sort of generaUy making the 
comments about Mr. HubbeU? 

Mr. 'Taylor. WeU, you have already asked him that, Ms. Comstock, the first time 
around. 

Ms. Comstock. I know. I’m just trying to — ^somebody 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Was it a male or a female? 

Answer. I don’t recall who raised the topic of Mr. HubbeU, and I don’t recaU the 
President or First Lady making comments, although they may have. I have a varae 
recoUection of Mr. Ickes making comments, but I don’t recall — ^I can’t attribute what 
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he said to him, and others may have spoken, including myself. I just don’t remem- 
ber. 

Question. So that’s entirely what you remember of the account of him resigning; 
that’s as much as you can remember at this time? 

Mr. Ballen. He has already testified to that three times now. 

The Witness. I think so, yes. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. And then could you go into the matters that you raised with the First 
Lady? 

Answer. As the meeting was breaking up, I spoke to the First Lady as I was leav- 
ing and related to her that we would try to be supportive of Webb in a difficult pe- 
riM. That’s, as I recall, my comment to her. I’m not sure that’s a direct quote, but 
it was something to that effect. 

Question. And what did the First Lady say to you? 

Answer. She acknowledged my comment and said. Mack, thank you very much. 

Question. And that’s the entire conversation? 

Answer. It was that type of exchange. She made 

Mr. Taylor. The question is, was that the entire conversation? 

The Witness. Yes. Well, let me say 1 don’t remember exactly what was said, but 
my memory is she acknowledged my comment and said. Mack — sometiiing to the 
effect, Mack, thank you very much. She may have said something like, I appreciate 
that, and that was the entire exchange, and I departed. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. When you indicated that you were going to try and help Mr. Hubbell, 
what did you have in mind when you said that? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. That wasn’t his testimony. I believe his testimony was 
that he would 

Mr. Kanjorski. Is it okay if I bring my staff? 

Ms. Comstock Could we go off the record for a minute? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Comstock Congressman Kanjorski is present, and at this time would you 
like to ask questions, Mr. Kanjorski? 

Mr. Kanjorski. Since I just came in, I will defer to you. Later on, if 1 may, yes. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. We’ll just begin again from the question. 

This conversation you had with the First Lady about Mr. .Hubbell, again you said 
something to the effect of you wanted to — ^you were going to be supportive of Mr. 
Hubbell; is that the gist of it? 

Answer. Something to that effect. 

Question. And what did you have in mind when you said that? 

Answer. I think it was just simply a hiunan expression of caring about a friend 
and a colleague, and I don’t think I had any developed tiioughts in my head other 
than not to abandon a friend who was facing a difficult period. 

Ms. Comstock I want to go ahead and make ^s March 13th, 1994 calendar 
entry of Mr. Hubbell Deposition Exhibit Number 2. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-2 was marked for identification.] 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. I’m showing you a copy of notes we received from the White House, EOF 
20328. 

Is this your handwriting, Mr. McLarty? 

Answer. It is. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Could we have an extra copy for Mr. Kanjorski? 

Ms. Comstock Of course. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 


examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. And could you read those notes for us, if you could? 

Answer. Yes, I can, or I will try to. It says, base, Ron Perehnan, dash, HI; Truman 
Arnold; B. Rapoport/others; consulting arrangements; law firm’s reluctant to touch 



833 


him; Mickey to help; Vemon, two checks, which means ditto, to help; indemnity 
agreement; Christine; and it has P 1 week, which it means pending 1 week. 

Question. Pending 1 week? 

Answer. Pending 1 week, yes. 

Question. And what did the pending 1 week mean? 

Answer. A tickle file that this note would come back up in 1 week. 

Question. Okay. And could you walk us through what these notes mean? 

Mr. Ballen. Have we established, maybe I just didn’t hear, a date for these 
notes? 

Mr. Taylor. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Well, if you could tell us if you recall when you made these notes? 

Answer. I don’t know when I made these notes. There’s not a date on these notes. 

Question. Do you recall if they were at or around the time of when Mr. Hubbell 
resigned? 

Answer. I believe they were after he had resigned. I don’t know what time frame 
these might have been. 

Question. Do you generally recall if it was in the spring of 1994? 

Answer. I beheve that’s quite likely. 

Question. Okay. And if you could just tell us to the best of your recollection what 
you meant in your notes here? 

Answer. Well, these are notes that I made, and it’s hard sitting here today to re- 
call not only when I made them, but precisely what I meant by them, so I will try 
to be responsive to your question with that caveat or context. And I don’t know 
whether they reflect a conversation I was having with someone or reflect a quick 
jotting down of my thoughts about Mr. Hubbell and his transition to the private sec- 
tor, but that’s to me, I believe, what they relate to. And they suggest to me that, 
one, “Law firm’s reluctant to touch him,’’ that the transition to me is going to be 
a difficult one, as I thought it would be. 

Question. And why did you believe that law firms would be reluctant to touch 
him? 

Answer. I believe that had been related to me by someone; whether it be Mr. Bur- 
ton or others, I had been told that. 

Question. Do you recall conversations you had with Mr. Burton about Mr. Hub- 
bell’s employment in the spring of 1994 time period? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Could you tell us what those conversations were? 

Answer. Mr. Burton knew Mr. Hubbell, as well as of course I knew him, and we 
discussed this situation, which was a sad and disappointing one, on a couple of occa- 
sions, including Mr. HubbeU’s transition to the private sector, and I believe Mr. Bur- 
ton, as I remember it, felt as I did that it would be a difficult period for Mr. Hubbell 
and his fami^. 

Question. But do you know how Mr. Burton may have learned that law firms 
weren’t going to — were going to be reluctant to hire Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. We discussed the possibility of the Jones Day law firm, which Mr. Burton 
had been associated with prior to his service in the White House, and the Jones Day 
firm had also done work for Arkla when I was chairman of Arkla, as a possibility, 
and our mutual friend, Mr. Brad Keithley, who had worked with me at Arkla as 
our general counsel and now was a partner at Jones Day, and the possibility that 
we might suggest to them that Mr. Hubbell, we felt, was a fine individual and what 
were meir thoughts about his possiblv doing some work with them. 

Ms. Comstock, I can’t remember whether I asked Mr. Burton to call Mr. Keithley 
or he id it on his own. At any rate, I think he talked to Mr. Keithley, whom he 
knew quite well, as 1 did, and I believe that was Mr. Keithley’s feedback or assess- 
ment, that with this pening matter with the Rose Law Firm partners, he thought 
it would be difficult for Mr. Hubbell to join a traditionad major law firm. 

Question. And when you heard that, did that nve you cause to, you know, review 
the matter and think, you know — ^because I think the — in the news articles they had 
inicated that all 28 partners of the Rose Law Firm had taken this action against 
Mr. Hubbell. Did that cause you to reassess your evaluation of the situation at that 
time? 

Answer. No, it did not. 

Question. Okay. If you could continue with describing the notes then. 

Answer. Along those lines I had also had an occasion to visit with Vemon Jordan, 
which I did re^arly during my tenure in the White House as Chief of Staff, and 
we had discussed the Hubbell matter. Mr. Jordan knew Mr. Hubbell as I did, and 
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I believe Mr. Jordan also had related he thought it would be difficult for Mr. Hub- 
bell to join a traditional law firm, and it may be that comment came from him. I’m 
just not sture one or the other, but that was the understanding or emphasis that 
I believe this refers to. 

Question. Was there any attempt to ask Mr. Jordan if Mr. Hubbell could join that 
law firm? 

Answer. No. I don’t recall asking 

Question. Mr. Jordan’s law firm? 

Answer. I don’t recall asking Mr. Jordan to consider that. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, to consider what, sir? 

'The Witness. Mr. Hubbell joining Mr. Jordan’s law firm. I don’t think I raised 
that issue with Mr. Jordan. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. And why don’t we go then to the other individuals that are on 
here. 

Answer. All right. Again, I’m not certain exactly when or how I made these notes. 
I believe they are actually on the back of a note where I was handed a phone mes- 
sage that Mr. Jordan was holding for me on the phone. I believe thafs the case. 
So they could reflect some of my visit with him, but I’m not sure that is the case. 
’They may have been made — ^I just used that note to make some notes later on. I’m 
just not sure when I made them. 

At any rate, I think “Mr. Perelman” relates to Bon Perelman, a successful fin- 
ancier in New York, and I can’t recall with certainty, Ms. Comstock, but I believe 
in my conversation with Mr. Jordan, I believe he related that he was empathetic 
with Mr. Hubbell’s situation and was — ^he, too, was trying to be supportive of Mr. 
Hubbell in finding some opportunities as he left government service. And I believe 
he mentioned Mr. Perelman to me. 

Question. Mr. Jordan mentioned Mr. Perelman? 

Answer. I believe he did, but I can’t say that with certainty, Ms. Comstock, but 
I believe that’s the case. 

Question. Just to clarify, we have received another document from the White 
House, which is 20327, which has, Vernon Jordan for you and Harold on line 33. 

Is that what you’re referring to when you said this might be on the back of some- 
thing? 

Answer. That’s, I believe, correct. 

Mr. Ballen. Could we, the Minority and Mr. Kanjorski, have a copy of that? 

Ms. Comstock Yes. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. It solves one mystery for us on what that note was. 

Could you identify whose handwriting that is on that note? 

Answer. That is my administrative assistant Patty McHugh’s handwriting, 1 be- 
lieve. 

Question. So you believe that this message on 327 was the message received when 
you wrote this; what is 20328 was on the back of that note? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I believe that’s right. 

Question. Okay. What did you mean by ^en it says, base, Ron Perelman? 

Answer. I’m not sure what “base” means. I don’t know whether that refers to a 
base sali^ or a base company; I’m not certain what that means. It may not mean 
either. Sitting here today, it’s hard to know what the word means on a scribbled 
piece of paper. 

Question. When it says, dash, HI, was that something that Harold Ickes had 
brought up in the conversation with— or maybe we can establish that. Was Mr. 
Ickes also on the line with you with Vernon Jordan, if you recall? 

Answer. I don’t recall that he was. I can’t say for certain he wasn’t, but I don’t 
recall that he was. 

There’s a couple ways you can read this note. It’s impossible to reconstruct sitting 
here today. It’s got, “Vernon Jordan for you,” you could read it, and Harold is hold- 
ing on another fine. It could also mean, Vernon Jordan for you and Harold on line 
33. I just simply don’t remember. 

I do have a recollection of talking to Mr. Jordan about Mr. Hubbell and his res- 
ignation and Mr. Jordan having basically similar feelings to me that he regretted 
it very much for a person he likM and had a regard for. 

Question. And you’re aware that Mr. Jordan then had some type of business rela- 
tionship or connections with Ron Perelman? 
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Answer. No, I don’t recall that I was aware of that. It is certainly possible that 
Mr. Jordan, in our discussion, related that, and I have since learned that from pub- 
lic press accounts, I think, but I can’t say sitting here today that these notes, as 
I tried to say earlier, or testify earlier, that these notes reflect my conversation with 
Mr. Jordan. They may. It’s just very hard sitting here today to know whether they 
reflect my conversation with him, which they may well, but it also could mean I 
just kept this piece of paper, which I do from time to time in just my daily activities, 
and then wrote some notes that were not reflective of my direct conversation with 
Mr. Jordan. I just simply don’t know. 

Question. And do you know the reference to Truman Arnold here how that came 
up? 

Answer. I think by the time I wrote these notes, of course they don’t have a date 
on them, I believe I had either talked to Mr. Arnold or was contemplating talking 
to Mr. Arnold about the possibility of his being supportive of Mr. Hubbell during 
this period, and I think that’s what that refers to. 

Question. And then the “Rapoport,” is that Bernard Rapoport? 

Answer. Yes, I believe that’s correct. 

Question. And could you tell us about Mr. Rapoport? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, I didn’t hear the question. 

Mr. Taylor. Tell us atout Mr. Rapoport. 

'The Witness. I believe this reference suggests that either — ^it suggests that Mr. 
Rapoport might be someone who might have an interest in being supportive of Mr. 
Hubbell and having some employment opportunities for him. I believe that’s what 
that reference means. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. And why do you think Mr. Rapoport would be supportive of Mr. Hub- 
bell? 

Answer. I knew Mr. Rapoport knew Mr. Hubbell favorably. He is a very generous 
person. My assessment is he is a very generous person in nature and in spirit, and 
he had a very large and successful insurance company in Waco, Texas. So for those 
reasons, I thought he might be receptive to having employment opportunities for 
Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. Were you aware of him also being a large donor to the DNC? 

Answer. I was aware he was very supportive of President Clinton. 

Question. And are you aware of Truman Arnold, I think we previously discussed, 
also being a fund-raiser for the President? 

Answer. I knew Mr. Arnold had been involved in support of the President, includ- 
ing fund-raising, and had also, of course, been supportive of the President for close 
to 20 years. 

Question. And the reference here is consulting arrangements? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Could you tell us what you meant there? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I believe at some point perhaps Mr. Hubbell had men- 
tioned me at some point. It may be my own notation. I’m not sure. Let me answer 
it this way, to be as acciuate as I can be without speculating: That instead of pure 
legal work, that there might be consulting opportunities or arrangements for Mr. 
Hubbell. I think that’s what that refers to. 

Question. And do you have any idea what type of work Mr. Hubbell would be 
doing? 

Answer. I became aware at some point that Mr. Hubbell had done considerable 
work in the environmental area in his prior law practice, so it seemed to be a possi- 
bility you could have a consulting arrangement or something of that nature. But I 
think this is just a notation that there might be consulting arrangements that would 
be beneficial to the client and be appropriate for Mr. Hubbell. 1 think that’s what 
that refers to. 

Question. And then when you wrote “Mickey to help”? 

Answer. It is a notation, I think, that Mr. Kantor I believe would be supportive 
of Mr. Hubbell. I believe that’s what that means. 

Question. And what did you mean? How did you think he was going to help? 

i^swer. I don’t know my exact connotation, but I think it suggests that I think 
Mr. Kantor would be supportive of Mr. Hubbell in his trying to reestablish himself 
in the private sector, whether it is being a reference or discussing possible opportu- 
nities for Mr. Hubbell, as someone I knew was a good friend of Mr. Hubbell and 
had very high regard for him. 
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Question. You had discussed with Mr. Kantor — ^you told us about the discussion 
you had with Mr. Hubbell resigning. But did you have discussions with Mr. Kantor 
about what kind of work Mr. Hubbdl would do? 

Answer. I don’t recall any discussions with Mr. Kantor at all about Mr. Hubbell’s 
future employment. I don’t recall having any discussions with him. 

Question. So when you wrote 

Mr. Taylor. Before vou ask the next question, let me confer. 

[Witness confers wifli counsel.] 

Mr. Taylor. I’m sorry. Thank you. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. When you made these notes, do you know if you — if you thought that 
Mr. Kantor was going to help him with work, nnd work? 

Answer. I can’t say, sitting here today, the precise meaning of this. It could have 
been, as I have said earlier 

Mr. Balle;n. Well, sir, no one wants you to speculate. I mean, if you know the 
answer, you recall it, then let’s hear it. Otherwise, counsel admonished you not to 
speculate. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. We’re also asking you to give us your best recoUection of how you read 
these things, also. 

Answer. Well, I can’t say with certainty. It perhaps was something Mr. Jordan 
said. As I said earlier, it could reflect what he said to me. It would not have sur- 
prised me. 

Question. And then you recall, independent of this you recall when you had dis- 
cussion with Mr. Jordan, of Mr. Jordan saying that he was going to help Mr. Hub- 
bell? 

Answer. I have a recollection that Mr. Jordan was empathic, as I was, with Mr. 
Hubbell’s situation, and was going to try to be supportive of Webb during this pe- 
riod. I think I recall his expressing a similar attituae that I had. 

Question. And other than Ron Perelman, do you recall anybody else that Mr. Jor- 
dan may have raised? 

Answer. I don’t recall his raising anyone with certainty, sitting here today, Ms. 
Comstock; and 1 think I commented or testified to that earlier. It is possible Mr. 
Jordan mentioned Mr. Perelman, but I can’t say it with certainty. And I don’t recall 
anyone else that he mentioned. 

Question. And do you know, arain, since you mentioned the “H.I.” there, do you 
know if Harold Ickes knows Ron Perelman or had a relationship with Ron Pearlman 
in any way? 

Answer. I don’t recall 

Mr. Ballen. Do you know whether or not “H.I.” refers to Harold Ickes? Not specu- 
lating, but do you have an independent recollection? 

The Witness. No, I don’t have an independent recollection. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Do you know if when you took notes — I know Mr. Ickes often puts “H.I.” 
on his. Do you know how you refer to Mr. Ickes when you took notes? 

Answer. From time to time I do refer to him as “H.I.” 

Question. And in the last sentence there on the notes that again says 

Answer. Indemnity agreement. 

Question. And could you tell us if you recall anything about that? I don’t recall 
what that notation means, sitting here today. 

Question. And Christine, do you know if that was Christine Vsmiey? 

Answer. I don’t know, sitting here today, who I’m referring to there. It may mean 
Ms. Varney, but I can’t say that with certainty. 

Question. And so you have no knowledge who you may have been talking with 
about an indemnity agreement. Was it an indemnity agreement regar^ng Mr. Hub- 
bell? 

Answer. I just can’t say with certainty. It could have certainly meant that, but 
I don’t know. 

Question. So you cannot enlighten us in any way about what you meant in those 
notes? 

Answer. Not on this particular entry. 

Ms. Comstock I’d like to make that Deposition Exhibit No. 3. Actually 220327 
and 20328 together 111 make Deposition Exhibit No. 3. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-3 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. I’m showing the witness another calendar entry from his calendar which 
is EOP 20250, and the date is cut off of the copy that we’ve received. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. But I believe from the records in their entirety that this is March 17th, 
1994. Again, is that your handwriting on that? 

Answer. It is. 

Question. And could you tell us what that says? 

Answer. It says “Called Truman Arnold, dash, Webb.” 

Question. And does that refresh your recollection as to your discussions that you 
had with Truman Arnold? 

Mr. Taylor. Ms. Comstock, he hasn’t said his recollection is exhausted. He can’t 
refresh his recollection if he hasn’t said that. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Why don’t you go into the conversations you had with Truman Arnold 
about Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. I called Mr. Arnold and asked him — or discussed with him the situation 
regarding Mr. HubbeU. He knew Mr. HubbeU. I was aware he knew Mr. HubbeU. 
And as I recaU, I told Truman that I thought the transition would be a diffrcult one. 
He agreed, and I asked him to give consideration to any opportunities that he 
thought might be supportive of Webb in this period. He said he would do that. 

Question. Do you have any understanding of what type of opportunities those 
would be? 

Answer. No. We didn’t discuss the detaUs. I knew Mr. Arnold had a lot of business 
enterprises that he was estabUshing and buUding, but we did not discuss any specif- 
ics. 

Question. And then, to your knowledge, what happened next that you know about 
Mr. Arnold and Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. Mr. Arnold told me he would give that some thought, and I beUeve he 
said he would get back to me, which I beUeve he did. 

Question. And what did he teU you? 

Answer. I beUeve the next caU I received from Mr. Arnold, or my office did, and 
I beUeve I talked to him personaUy but I’m not certain of that, he requested some 
additional information regarding Mr. HubbeU and his background, his experience, 
his work experience, and asked that I provide that or get that information for him. 
I told him I would do so. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if during that time, that time frame, if you also 
called Mr. Arnold from your home to discuss these matters with him, or were these 
just office caUs that you had? 

Answer. I don’t know where I placed the caUs. As you know, in any responsibiUty 
you have activities you’re trying to get completed, caU Usts completed, and they 
sometimes run together between office and home. 

Question. Do you recaU with any particular clarity any phone caUs you may have 
had at home with Mr. Arnold, as opposed to office cils you had with him? 

Answer. I don’t recaU where I talked to Mr. Arnold, whether it was from my office 
or home or some other place as we were traveUng. I just simply don’t remember 
where I was when I talked to him. 

Question. And he asked about more information about Mr. HubbeU, and did you 
then send him any more information? 

Answer. I did. 

Ms. Comstock. Let me make this Deposition Exhibit No. 4. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-^ was marked for identification.] 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK; 

Question. This is EOP 20325 through 26, which was a letter to you from Mr. Hub- 
beU which reads, “Dear Mack; At your request, I am enclosing my bio. As we dis- 
cussed on the phone. I wiU be leaving Justice on Friday, April 8th.” 

And then the top of it has handwriting which I believe is your secretary, Patty 
McHugh. 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. Which is “BiU Burton. (Mack also sent to Truman Arnold.)” Was that 
the information that you recaU sending to Mr. Arnold or being requested by Mr. Ar- 
nold? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 
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Question. And could you just tell us how, when Mr. Arnold asked you for informa- 
tion, what you did, and get us to the point of this document? 

Answer. I believe I called Mr. Hubbell and asked him to send some information 
of the t3T)e that Mr. Arnold had r^uested, and I believe this is what he sent in 
response to our telephone conversation. 

Question. Do you recall if you told Mr. Hubbell about your conversation with Mr. 
Arnold? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. But was it — did you relate to him that Mr. Arnold may be interested 
in hiring him in some capacity and that you had talked to him about that? 

Answer. I just simply don’t remember that conversation with Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. When Mr. Hubbell was sending over his bio, was there — did he have 
an understanding of what you were going to be using it for? 

Answer. I think it is likely that I did tell him that I had discussed this with Mr. 
Arnold, but I just simply don’t remember the conversation, but I think it was like 
little. I do remember Mr. Arnold asking for additional information. I remember that 
telephone conversation. 

Question. And then there’s the notation for Bill Burton for this. Do you know why 
he is on here? 

Answer. Ms. McHugh routed this to Mr. Burton as my staff director. 

Question. Do you recall any discussions you had with Mr. Burton about this? 

Mr. Taylor. What’s “this”? 

Ms. Comstock. About Truman Arnold and Mr. Hubbell, about this letter, general 
matters relating to Truman Arnold and Mr. Hubbell. 

Mr. Taylor. WeU, that’s three things. Can you ask him about a category that you 
want to be responsive? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you recall speaking with Mr. Burton about this letter? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you recall generally speaking to Mr. Burton about Mr. Arnold being 
possibly interested in hiring Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Burton was aware of that. I don’t recall a specific conversa- 
tion with him about it, although I certainly may have had one. 

Question. And can you tell us what happened next, to your knowledge? 

Answer. I believe at some point Mr. Arnold caUed me back and said that he 
thought there were some areas that Mr. Hubbell could be helpful to him and his 
enterprises, and that he thought he was going to be able to work out some type of 
arrangement with Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. And did you learn in fact that he did at some time? 

Answer. At some point Mr. Arnold may have confirmed that with me, and I think 
he did. 

Question. Do you recall what he said? 

Answer. At some point I think Mr. Arnold told me he thought Mr. Hubbell was 
doing a good job for him. I think that’s when I really learned that the actual agree- 
ment had been consummated. 

Question. Do you recall what he said Mr. Hubbell was doing for him? 

Answer. No, I do not. I think it was really just a statement, something like 
“Webb’s doii^ a great job.” 

Question. But you have no understanding of what the job entailed? 

Answer. No, I don’t remember him discussing that in any detail, and I don’t be- 
lieve that he did. 

Question. Did Mr. Hubbell ever tell you anything about what he was doing for 
Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe he has ever related that. 

Question. Did Mr. Hubbell ever tell you about his being hired by Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe he did. 

Question. So you never had any discussions with Mr. Hubbell about him being 
hired by Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. I don’t recall that I did. 

Question. So other than — let me make it clear. When Mr. Hubbell sent over his 
bio, did he — do you recall if he knew that it was going to Mr. Arnold, or was this 
just generally your getting the bio for anybody who might be interested in it? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I believe that I requested the bio fh)m Mr. Hubbell for 
Mr. Arnold and told him that, and told him Truman was considering discussing 
with him certain employment possibilities. And I think that is what that relates to. 
I can’t say, sitting here today, that I independently remember that telephone con- 
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versation with Mr. Hubbell, but I think that is highly likely what was the sequence 
of events. 

Question. And do you recall Mr. Hubbell ever thanking you or saying anything 
to you about Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. I just simply don’t remember that he did. 

Ms. Comstock. I’ll make this De^sition Exhibit No. 5. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-5 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Are you aware of any other efforts by Mr. Arnold to help Mr. HubbeU 
get other contracts with people? 

Answer. Mr. Arnold may have told me in one of our conversations that he was 
perhaps going to approach others about the possibility of seeing if they had any op- 
portunities for Webb. I think he may have mentioned that to me. 

Question. Do you recall who the others were? 

Answer. I don’t know that he related specific individuals. He may have. I don’t 
recall his doing so. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of him contacting Bernard Rapoport? 

Answer. 1 don’t believe Mr. Arnold told me that he eiSier had or told me he was 
going to. It is possible that he did, but I don’t believe so. He may have suggested 
he was giving some thought to contacting some individuals and may have even men- 
tioned them hy name. I don’t remember that he did. 

Question. Okay. And you know Mr. Rapoport; is that correct? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. Did you ever have any conversations yourself with Mr. Rapoport about 
his hiring Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I don’t believe I ever talked with Mr. Rapoport about Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. At aU about his employment? 

Answer. About his emplo 3 fment. That’s what I was talking about. I want to be 
sure I understood the question. No, to the very best of my memory and knowledge, 
I never talked with Mr. Rapoport about employment with Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. Do you know Wayne Reaud? 

Answer. Yes, I am acquainted with Mr. Reaud. 

Question. Tell us how long you’ve known him. 

Answer. I believe I’ve known him for 4 or 5 years. 

Question. And how did you come to know him? 

Answer. I believe Mr. /^old introduced me to Mr. Reaud. 

Question. And do you have any knowledge of Mr. Reaud hiring Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. I believe I learned that at some later point in time, perhaps even 
through the public press. Again, it is possible Mr. Arnold mentioned Mr. Reaud to 
me, but 1 don’t believe that he did. 

Question. And again, for any of — Mr. Rapoport or Mr. Reaud or others who you 
may have heard of, did you have any — ^a sense of what Mr. Hubbell was doing for 
them? 

Answer. No, I — no, I do not. 

Question. 1 think you had indicated that had you thought Mr. Arnold thought Mr. 
Hubbell was doing a good job, is about what you can rec^. 

Answer. I think I recall his making a statement of that type to me at some later 
period after the March period. 

Question. Would you be siuprised to learn that Mr. Arnold really hasn’t had any 
work that he had Mr. Hubbell doing? 

Answer. I don’t know anything about what Mr. HubbeU did, nor Mr. Arnold. 

Question. If, in fact, Mr. HubbeU hadn’t done any actual work for Mr. Arnold, 
would that surprise you? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object. That’s a speculative question, calls for a hypo- 
thetical. The witness has already testified he didn’t know the natime of the work 
that was being done. 

Mr. Taylor. You can answer the question. 

The Witness. I just simply don’t know anything about the employment, and 
you’re really — ^I just simply don’t know anything about what Mr. HubbeU did or did 
not do for Mr. Aimold. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Would any of these, Mr. Arnold or any of these other people — do you 
recall whether you ever discussed any type of indemnity agreement with them at 
all? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I did. 
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Question. Relating to Mr. Hubbell of course. 

Answer. Yes, I understood your question. No, I don’t believe I did. 

Question. This is another calendar entry. Again, this is your handwriting; is that 
correct? 

Answer. It is. 

Question. This cedendar is EOF 20252. I’m not sure if it is cut off, but I believe 
the date on this — which again is cut off but we’ve received these in sequence — I be- 
lieve the date is March 28th. Does that say “Hubbell, Vernon, Truman” there? 

Answer. It does. 

Question. Do you recall if that was a meeting that you had with Mr. Hubbell and 
Mr. Jordan and Truman Arnold? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I’ve ever had a meeting with Mr. Hubbell, Mr. Jordan 
and Mr. Arnold together. 

Question. Do you know what that entry refers to? 

Answer. I believe it is a notation to talk to Mr. Jordan and Mr. Arnold about Mr. 
HubbeU. 

Question. Okay. 

[Mr. Schumann enters room]. 

Ms. Comstock. I will have that marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 6. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-6 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Can you just generally teU us, aside from Mr. Arnold and these others 
that you may have heard about &at Mr. Hubbell spoke to, are there other people 
that you knew about who were going to hire Mr. Hubbell in the spring-smnmer of 
’94? 

Answer. I don’t think I knew anyone who was going to hire Mr. Hubbell, Ms. 
Comstock, other than Mr. Arnold told me at some point that he thought he could 
use Webb in some of his activities. To the best of my memory, that is the only em- 
ployment opportunity that I recall knowing about that Mr. Hubbell was undertak- 
ing. 

As I have testified before, it is possible that Mr. Arnold mentioned some other 
people he might be contacting, either generically or by name. I don’t recall his doing 
that, but he may have mentioned that, but I don’t faiow when I learned that they 
had some type of a^ement with Mr. Hubbell. I think it was sometime later, per- 
haps even from pubuc notice. 

Question. In uie spring and summer of 1994, can you generally recall how often 
you were in touch with Mr. Hubbell in the months aner he left the Justice Depart- 
ment? 

Answer. No, I can’t — ^I can’t recall how many times. I perhaps talked to him once 
or twice but I don’t recall these times. 

Question. Just once or twice in a matter of months? 

Answer. Yes, I believe that’s correct. 

Question. So were you not in frequent contact with him during that time? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. So it wasn’t a once a week call or checking in, “How are you doing?" 

Answer. No. 

Question. You just had a few isolated conversations with him? 

Answer. If that. 

Question. Did you have any occasion to see him on social occasions with groups 
of people in that time frame? 

Answer. I don’t recall that Donna and I saw him at social occasions. It is possible. 
I recall one instance where we saw Mrs. Hubbell. 

Question. And when was that? 

Answer. Oh, it was some months after Mr. Hubbell’s resignation, and we hap- 
pened to see her at a restaurant and had a brief exchange with her. 

Question. So did you go to any — Mr. Hubbell resigned on April 8th. Did you go 
to any parties or things that people had when he resigned or events they had for 
him at that time? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall that I did. 

Question. And do you recall any events that Truman Arnold had that you at- 
tended that Mr. Hubbell was at? 

Answer. I don’t beheve I attended any events that Mr. Arnold had, either on be- 
half of Mr. Hubbell or where Mr. Hubbell was. It’s possible I did, but I don’t recall 
them. 

Question. Do you recall being invited to some that you were not able to attend? 

Answer. I may well have been invited. 
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Question. I want to go through a few of Mr. Hubbell’s other employers and estab- 
lish your knowledge or lack thereof of his employers. 

Do you know anything about Mr. Hubbell doing any work for the Lippo Group? 

Answer. I do now. 

Question. When did you first learn about it? 

Answer. I believe I read about it in the public press sometime probably in the last 
year. I don’t recall the specific time. 

Question. So prior to press accounts of Mr. Hubbell working with the Lippo 
Group, you had no knowledge of that? 

Answer. Yes, I don’t believe I had any knowledge of that. 

Mr. Taylor. That is the question? You don’t need to tell her about press accounts 
at this point. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you know the Riadys? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. Would you teU us how you know them? 

Answer. I met James Riady and his wife, I believe in the late ’70s, at a dinner 
party in their honor in Arkansas. 

Question. And how often would you see Mr. Riady, James Riady? 

Answer. During that period, Ms. Comstock? 

Question. Well, what your relationship is or social relationship is, how you would 
ch^acteriae it? 

Answer. I believe that’s the only time that we saw Mr. Riady diuing the period 
that he lived in Arkansas, was on that one occasion. 

Question. And did you have any occasion to meet with Mr. Riady in the White 
House at any time in 1993? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Could you describe those meetings? 

Answer. I believe I had an occasion to meet with Mr. Riady and, I believe, the 
governor of Jakarta, Indonesia, that had a sister city relationship either with Little 
Rock or with Arkansas, and we had, I think, a 15-minute visit sometime during 
1993. 

Question. Was this a meeting that Charlie Trie had worked to set up, do you re- 
call? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe so. 

Question. Other than that meeting, do you recall any other? 

Answer. I believe I had limch with Mr. Riady and Mr. Giroir and Mr. Middleton 
sometime later that year in the White House Mess. 

Question. Do you recall how that came about? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Giroir requested that meeting. 

Question. Does Mr. Giroir do work for the Riadys or the Lippo Group? 

Mr. Ballen. Does he now or did he at the time? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Do you have knowledge if he does, and if so, when? 

Answer. I beUeve I have read public press accounts that he does. I’m sorry, Mr. 
Taylor. When we had the luncheon, I don’t remember Mr. Giroir saying he worked 
for the Lippo Group or my asking. I don’t think I gave that matter any thought. 

Question. Do you recall why were these people together or how they came to be 
together at the White House meeting with you? 

Answer. I knew Mr. Giroir had known Mr. Riady from his time in Arkansas and 
they were acquainted with each other in that way. And the purpose of the luncheon, 
as I understood it, was to encourage outreach development with the Asian Pacific 
region, which was consistent with the President’s trade agenda. 

Question. And Mr. Giroir had Asian business? 

Answer. I don’t know whether he did or not. 

Question. And do you have an understanding that Mr. Riady did have business 
in Asia? 

Answer. Yes. My understanding was that he and his family had substantial busi- 
ness interests tlmoughout the world, but certainly in Asia. 

Question. In 1992, were you aware of the Riadys being contributors to the Clinton- 
Gore campaim? 

Answer. I don’t believe that I was. 

Question. Were you aware of them being large contributors to the DNC? 

Answer. No, I was not. 
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Question. So you had no knowledge about them giving large contributions to State 
parties in 1992? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe that I was. 

Question. You never heard anything about that in the course of the ’92 campaign? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. And were there any other meetings that you had with the Riadys while 
you’ve been at the White House? 

Answer. Let me think just for a moment. I believe I had seen Mr. Riady the 
ASEAN business group meeting that I spoke to in 1995 or 1996. I believe he was 
in attendance. It was a relatively large gathering, a hundred people or more. 

Question. Is that A-S-E-A-N, is that how that’s spelled? 

Answer. A-S-E-A-N, that’s right. And then I saw Mr. Riady, I believe, at the 
APEC Conference in Seattle in 1993, which the United States hosted and I at- 
tended. 

Question. Do you recall meeting with him at that ’93 conference? 

Answer. No. I recall seeing him at that conference. There were a number of busi- 
ness leaders, both U.S. and from the Asian Pacific region, there. And I believe Mr. 
Riady was in attendance. I can’t recall any other meetings, Ms. Comstock. I believe 
you asked me about meetings in the White House. I beUeve that’s what you said, 
and I don’t recall any others. There may have been others but I don’t believe there 
were. 

Question. Do you recall if you ever met with Mr. Riady in Jakarta, on the APAC 
trip to Jakarta in November of ’94? 

Answer. 1 did not attend the APAC meeting in Jakarta. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of the President meeting with Mr. Riady 
in November of *94 on that APAC trip? 

Answer. I believe I learned he had seen Mr. Riady when he was there and I be- 
lieve that was reported in the press. 

Question. Do you recall if you knew before it was reported in the press? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. 

Question. Why don’t I return to Lippo and Mr. Hubbell. 

So you had no knowledge of Lippo hiring Mr. Hubbell at any time? 

Answer. No, not during this time period, not until a much later time period. 

Question. And that was from press account itself; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, I believe that’s right. 

Question. And during, as we were discussing the employers, the time frame be- 
tween April 8th when he leaves, or say March whether he decides he is going to 
leave and Mr. Hubbell is trying to find out what kind of work he is going to do, 
and then his plea was on December 6, 1994, so if we could look at that time frame 
in these questions. 

Did you have any knowledge of him making any foreign trips in that time frame? 

Answer. No, I was not — I did not have any knowledge. 

Question. You never heard of anyone at the White House talking about where he 
was, his traveling or anytUng like that? 

Answer. In 1994, I believe that’s right, maybe 1995, there was discussion about 
an Arkansas group traveling to the APAC meeting in Indonesia, and I believe 1^. 
Hubbell was among that group that was considering going. Whether he ended up 
going, I honestly don’t know. That would have been the only knowledge I would 
have had of any foreign travel on his part. 

Question. Were you aware of the Riadys’ meeting with Mark Middleton frequently 
or being waved into the White House by Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. I was aware that Mr. Middleton saw the Riadys from time to time or Mr. 
James Riady from time to time. 

Question. And what was your understanding of those meetings? 

Answer. Mr. Middleton served as a liaison person for me, and from time to time 
had outreach to certain business leaders and, in that context I think I was aware 
from time to time that he saw Mr. Riady. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever tell you about any work Mr. Hubbell was doing 
for the Riadys? 

Answer. No, he did not. 

Question. You’re aware that Mr. Middleton has taken the Fifth Amendment in 
this investigation? 

Answer. I have read some press accounts. I don’t know what position he has taken 
or not Utken, other than just what I read in the press. I don^ know the status of 
that, I guess is the correct status or answer. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of anything you know of that Mr. Middleton 
did at the White House that would be incriminating of Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 
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Mr. Baixen. I’m going to object to that question. I don’t think it is fair to ask 
the question of a witness about whether someone else may be asserting their con- 
stitutional rights or not. But he may answer the question. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, that wasn’t the question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. I’m going to move through some of the other employers. 

So there is no other knowledge you have of Mr. Hubbell doing any work with 
Riady or the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Baixen. I’m going to object. That’s the third time, for the record, that same 
question has been asked. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. And Pacific Telesis, did you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing 
any work for Pacific Telesis? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe that I did. 

Question. Do you know Jack Williams? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. How do you know Mr. Williams? 

Answer. Mr. Williams is from Texarkana, which is 30 miles from my hometown 
of Hope, was a community leader there, and I have known him for 20 years or so. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Jack Williams helping Mr. Hubbell 
in any way with any work? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge about Mr. Hubbell working or doing con- 
sulting work for the Sprint company? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. And McAndrews & Forbes, did you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell 
doing any work with McAndrews & Forbes? Ron Perelman is affiliated with them, 
and you have testified about Mr. Perelman. So I just want to put it in that context, 
any knowledge you might have on that. 

Answer. I appreciate that. I don’t have any knowledge of whether he worked for 
Mr. Perelman or McAndrews & Forbes or not. I do believe — at some point I believe 
Mr. Jordan mentioned that to me as a possibility. 

Question. Do you know Howard Gittis at McAndrews & Forbes? 

Answer. No, I do not. I don’t believe I know him. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work for Mid- 
America Daiiymen? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work for Sun- 
America? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. A company affiliated with Eli Broad? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know Mr. Broad? 

Answer. I’m acquainted with Mr. Broad. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Broad assisting Mr. Hubbell in any 
way? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Mr. Hubbell doing any work for the 
LAX airport, the City of Los Angeles? 

Answer. Other than what I’ve read in public press accounts, no, I do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Mr. Hubbell doing any work for the 
Consumer Support & Education Fund? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know Mr. John Phillips? 

Answer. It is possible I met Mr. Phillips, but I don’t — ^I don’t know him. It is pos- 
sible I met him at a social event. 

Question. Just to return a little bit to the Lippo, there are some people you may 
have know besides Mr. Riady know are do you know Jose Hanna witm the Lippo 
Group or LippoBank. 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I know Mr. Hanna. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Susan Thomases doing any work for 
LippoBank or Lippo affiliates? 

Answer. No, I do not. 
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Question. Are you aware of trusts set up by Mr. Mike Schaufele for Mr. Hubbell’s 
family? S-C-H-A-U-F-E-L-E? 

Answer. I think I know who you’re referring to. Other than public press accoimts, 
no, I do not. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell writing a book? 

Answer. No, other than again public press accounts, I do not. 

Question. You had mentioned in regards to the Lippo Group that until you saw 

E ress accounts you didn’t know about it. When you read the press accounts, did you 
ave any discussions with Mr. Hubbell about the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. When is the last time you have had a conversation or contact with Mr. 
Hubbell? 

Answer. I had a perchance encounter with him about a month when my son and 
I were eating in a restaurant here in Washington and he happened to be dining at 
the same restaurant. I shook hands with him. 

Question. And prior to that? 

Answer. I can’t recall when is the last time I’ve seen Webb prior to that, Ms. Com- 
stock. It has been, I think, a number of months, perhaps well over a year. 

Question. And your discussion, did that encounter social greetings? 

Answer. I shook hands and wished him well. 

Question. Did you have any discussion with anyone at the White House about, 
once the public information came out about the Lippo Group, about will Hubbell 
work for Uppo group? 

Answer. I doirt recall that I did and I don’t believe that I did. 

Question. What was your understanding, if any, of what kind of money Mr. Hub- 
bell was making in 1994? 

Answer. I had no idea. 

Question. Were you surprised to read the press accounts of him making upwards 
of half a million dollars? 

Answer. I was surprised to learn of some of the employers, just simply because 
I didn’t know about them. I don’t know about the terms of the arrangements. 

Question. Were you surprised to learn about the Lippo Group and a $100,999 pay- 
ment? 

Answer. I don’t know that I really had any — any particular reaction to it. I just 
simply didn’t focus on it. 

Question. Did you have any curiosity about it or ask anybody about it? 

Answer. I really did not give it very much thought. I just simply did not know 
about it, and so I was surprised to read about it simply bwause I oidn’t know about 
it. I just didn’t give it any thought. 

Question. You never had any discussions with anyone at the White House about, 
gee, what did Webb do for $100,000 with the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Nothing like that? 

Answer. No, nothing like that. 

Question. When dia you firet learn that Mr. Hubbell was going to plead guilty to 
the charges relating or related to his law firm? 

Answer. Either from public accounts, I believe in December of 1994, or shortly be- 
fore the public accounts. 

Question. Were you aware of him talking with the President and the First Lady 
at or around — I mean, his plea was on December 6, 1994. Were you aware of him 
talking with the President or First Lady at or around Thanksgiving of 1994 a^ut 
this situation? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. Have you ever had any discussions with the President or the First Lady 
about Mr. Hubbell’s plea? 

Answer. No, I can’t recall that I have. 

Question. Following the plea, any reaction from the President or the First Lady 
that you recall? 

Answer. I don’t recall their making any statements in my presence or having any 
discussion with them about the plea. 

Question. At all? 

Answer. I don’t recall any. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with Mr. Hubbell at or around the time 
of his guilty plea? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe that I did. 

Question. Do you recall — you said you had had one or two contacts with him in 
the months following his resignation. Do you recall that? Just do you recall, just 
generally, one or two contacts between say March and December of ’94? 
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Answer. Yes. That’s as I recall it limited contacts, isolated contacts I think was 
your worlds, one or two. I don’t know the exact number. 

Question. And then if you can place in time after the guilty plea, do you recall 
any contacts with Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. I don’t believe I talked with Mr. HubbeU after the guilty plea, Ms. Com- 
stock. It is possible that I did, but I don’t beUeve that I did. 

Question. This is a March 9th, 1995, calendar entry. Again, I believe this is your 
handwriting; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. Okay. And could you teU us what that says, the entry there? 

Answer. It says “CaUs, get it done, Nussbaum, Webb, Middleton.” 

Question. And can you recaU generaUy in March of ’95 what calls to Nussbaum 
or Webb or Middleton would be about? 

Answer. No, I cannot. This is a reminder to call these people or to make an at- 
tempt to. I don’t recall caUing Mr. HubbeU during this period, Ms. Comstock. I may 
have, but I don’t beUeve that 1 did. 

Question. Do you recaU any discussion in the White House in an — it is actuaUy 
going back to ’94, about subpoenas that were going to Mr. HubbeU at or around May 
of 1994, the summer of ’94, they were also simultaneous with subpoenas that were 
also going to the White House at that time from Mr. Fisk, then subsequently Mr. 
Starr, started in August of 1994? 

Answer. I don’t recaU any discussion about subpoenas dining this period regard- 
ing Mr. HubbeU. Certainly I could have had some discussions, but I don’t recaU any. 
And I don’t beUeve that I did. 

Question. And then returning to March of ’95, do you recaU just in the spring of 
’95 any matters related to Mr. HubbeU that you needed to make a caU? 

Answer. May I confer with my attorney for a minute? 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 

The Witness. Ms. Comstock, I can’t say, sitting here today, with certainty what 
this jotted Une of to do Ust means. I think the general premise here is caUs. They 
are not related. I think they are individual calls that I need to make or want to 
make that day. 

And I believe the notation is to remind me that I would like to call Webb to see 
how he is doing. I beUeve he is in prison at this time, if I’m not mistaken. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. COMSTOCK; 

Question. ActuaUy, he didn’t go to prison until August of ’95. 

Answer. Then I’m mistaken on the time frame. I don’t beUeve that I caUed him. 
It is possible that I did but I don’t beUeve that I did. I beUeve at some point I asked 
my attorney whether or not that would be appropriate and 

Mr. Taylor. Don’t teU her what we discussed, but 

The Witness. I conferred with my attorney. 

Ms. Comstock. We’U extrapolate. 

The Witness. It is possible that I caUed him but I don’t beUeve that I did. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Do you recaU, on or around the spring of ’95, what you were caUing Mr. 
Nussbaum about? 

Answer. I think to see how he is doing in private Ufe. 

Question. And then Mr. Middleton, also? 

Answer. I don’t recaU what I was caUing Mr. or Mark, caUing Mark about. 

Ms. Comstock. I’ll make that Deposition Exhibit No. 7. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-7 was marked for identification.] 

The Witness. It looks like it is a composite of former colleagues and I’m just try- 
ing to touch base, to continue a relationsmp. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Going back a Uttle in time, this is April of ’94, a calendar entry. 

Mr. Taylor. What was the last exhibit? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is EOF 52252 and it is an April 26 entry. Again, that is your hand- 
writing? 

Answer. It is. 

Question. And can you read what that says? 

Answer. It says “Burton memo on Webb, HR, for HRC and POTUS,” or President. 
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Question. And then that’s crossed out? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. And can you tell us what that means generally when — ^is that if you 
cross it out, or if you recall the practice? 

Answer. Yes, I can give you a description of what I think my system means. Nor- 
mally this sidebar means that I have intended to do it but probably haven’t fully 
gotten it done, and when I get it done I usually put a check mark, and then a cross- 
out means I probably carried it over to the next day, just kind of finished one day 
and carried over to the next even though they are not done. 

Question. And can you tell us if there was a Bin-ton memo on Webb Hubbell to 
the President and the First Lady? 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, there is not. 

Question. Do you recall any discussion, how this came about that you were think- 
ing about — or if you were thinking about having a Burton memo on Webb Hubbell 
to the President and First Lady? 

Answer. I believe to the best of my memoiy, sitting here today, that I had thought 
about dropping a brief memo to the President ancu'or the First Lady to let them 
know that I had been supportive of Webb and the transition, while difficult, was 
not going to be just completely an impossible one. I thought they would be comforted 
by that. As it turned out, I don’t think we ever prepar^ a memo. I think at some 
point in time I may have mentioned something to the President and/or the First 
Lady about it. 

Question. And what do you recall mentioning to them? 

Answer. I think that I related that I had had an encouraging conversation with 
Truman Arnold and that he was considering using Webb in some manner in some 
of his companies. 

Question. And what was the President’s response? 

Answer. I don’t recall, Ms. Comstock, sitting here today, that conversation or re- 
lating it to him. I believe it is likely that I did. But I simply just can’t tell you what 
his action or reaction was because I don’t recall the actual conversation. 

Question. Do you recall any discussions with the First Lady about 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Then was this memo going to be about Mr. HubbeU’s emplo 3 nnent or 
what he was going to be doing? 

Answer. I don’t remember 

Mr. Taylor. That’s the question. 

The Witness. I don’t know. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Well, if you were going to be doing a memo, was there ever any attempt 
to find out, other than Mr. Arnold, who else was helping Mr. Hubbefi? 

Answer. As I already testified, I don’t know whether Mr. Arnold had related he 
might be contacting ouers or not. He could have. 1 don’t remember his doing so. 

Question. Well, you indicated you had wanted to let the President know that Mr. 
Hubbell was able to support himself or was going to be okay. Was that the gist of 
what you were trying to relay to the President? 

Answer. I think to the President or First Lady, that I had not abandoned friend 
and former colleague. 

Question. And in that regard, you didn’t — ^in that regard you didn’t reach out to 
find out who else may be hmping him. You were just relating what you did? 

Answer. That’s right. That’s right. 

Question. Were you aware of others informing the President or the First Lady 
about assistance that had been provided to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I don’t know whether others informed the President or First Lady or not. 

Question. Were these conversations you normEdly had with the President about 
colleagues who had left, and from time to time did you tell him, here is what Mr. 
Nussbaum is doing or here is what Mr. Watkins is doing, when he left? 

Answer. Oh, I ^nk from time to time you had some conversations of that type. 
I don’t — I don’t know that it wasn’t — you had mutual fnends that could come up 
in discussions, I guess, or conversations, is the best way to respond to your question. 

Question. Do you recall if there were any similar concerns, say about Mr. David 
Watkins, who left in May of ’94, how he was going to be supporting himself, what 
he was going to be doing? 

Answer. I really did not compare Mr. HubbeU’s situation with Mr. Watkins. I 
think it had more frankly the perspective of the loss of Mr. Foster as a partner to 
the Rose Law Firm and mutual friend, a close friend of the President’s. So I reaUy 
had that perspective in Mr. HubbeU’s resignation. 
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Question. And Mr. Watkins, hasn’t he been a long time friend of the President 
also? 

Answer. He had been a friend of the President, as I imderstood it. I don’t believe 
he was a close personal friend, as Mr. Hubbell and Mr. Foster were. 

Question. So there wasn’t a concern that you ever relayed, here’s how Mr. Wat- 
kins is taking care of himself now, or here’s where he is working, to the President? 

Answer. I was supportive of Mr. Watkins in his finding employment after he left 
the White House. I had had known him virtually all of my life, and I believe I relat- 
ed that to the President. But again I didn’t equate the two here. 

Ms. Comstock. We’ll make this notation of the Burton memo Deposition Exhibit 
No. 8. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-8 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. On the Burton memo, do you know if you ever talked to Mr. Burton 
about doing such a memo or ever began the process? 

Answer. 1 may have. 1 don’t recall whether I did or not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge if he ever began any attempt to find out 
what kind of work Mr. Hubbell had gotten? 

Answer. No, I don’t know whether he did or not. I don’t recall his ever discussing 
that with me or my ever discussing it with him. 

Question. So you never saw any drafts of any type of memo or anything like that? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. This is another calendar en^ of June 20th, 1995. 

And, again, this is your handwriting; is that correct? 

Answer. It is. 

Question. And does that say Webb meeting? 

Answer. It does, Ms. Comstock, but I believe it does not refer to Webb Hubbell. 
It is a weekly economic briefing which is known in the White House as the web. 
It is a weekly report prepared by the Council of Economic Advisors that I attend 
from time to time. 

Question. Okay, very good. Thank you. 

Did you ever have any contact wiui Mr. Hubbell prior to his going to prison, any 
you recall in particular. There were some parties before he went to prison. Do you 
recall being involved in anything like that, dinners or parties? 

Mr. Taylor. This would be in the summer of ’95? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Summer of ’95. It was early August of ’95. 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I don’t recall our attending any parties or events of that 
type. It is possible that we did. It is possible that I saw Mr. Hubbell, but I don’t 
believe so, before he went to prison. 

Question. And do you know Meuaha Scott, who worked at the White House? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. Were you aware of her being in touch with Mr. Hubbell on any kind 
of regular basis? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. Were you aware she was in touch with Mr. Hubbell in general? 

Answer. I’ll not sure 1 would characterize it “in touch.” I knew Ms. Scott was a 
friend of Mr. Hubbell’s and was concerned about him. 

Question. And what makes you say that? 

Answer. She had conveyed those concerns to me shortly after his resignation, as 
I remember. 

Question. I’m showing you a March 29th phone message to you from Marsha Scott 
which says “Need to taUc or meet for few minutes re Webb,” with two Bs. 

Do you recall, at or around the time of Mr. Hubbell’s resignation, that’s when you 
recall talking with Ms. Scott? 

Answer. I have a vague recollection, that I believe this phone call refers to, of 
talking with Ms. Scott. 

Question. And did she talk to you about who he was going to be working with 
or anything like that? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall that that was the nature of the visit at all. 

Question. And the nature of the visit then is just 

Answer. As I remember it, she expressed concern about Webb and his family and 
eipressed the view that we should continue — that he should not be abandoned by 
his fnends, that that was important, she felt, for us to continue as individuals to 
display our fnendship to him and his family. 



848 


Question. Did she ever over the months and years talk to you about Mr. Hubbell’s 
work or anything he was doing? 

Answer. I don’t recall Ms. Scott ever raising anything with me about Mr. Hub- 
bell’s work or really anything else about Mr. HubbeU. I don’t recall an 3 rthing of that 
nature. 

Question. Were you ever aware of her relaying to anybody else at the White House 
or the President or the First Lady her visits with Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. No, I’m not. 

Ms. Comstock. I’ll make that Deposition Exhibit No. 9. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. 9 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. These are also notes. I believe some of the handwriting is your sec- 
retary’s. Some appears to be yours. We don’t have a date on them. If you can make 
any sense of these for us, the first page, 20241, “Webb HubbeU calUng,” would that 
be your secretary Patty McHugh’s handwriting? 

Answer. Yes, I beUeve it is. 

Question. Then a second page, EOP 20242, those would be your notes; is that cor- 
rect? 

Answer. It appears to be my handwriting. But this is a barely legible copy, but 
it appears to be my handwriting. 

Question. Okay. I don’t know if you can make out any of that handwriting, be- 
cause of the page being so dark, but if you can. 

Answer. I think I remember what these notations refer to. 

Question. Okay. Could you teU us, please? 

Answer. I thi^ they are notes that I had made that reflect a concern, I beUeve 
in 1994, although it is not dated, about citizens in Arkansas or people in Arkansas 
feeUng somewhat disenfranchised, and that perhaps we need to consider a stronger, 
more effective, outreach operation in Arkansas, given that it is the President’s home 
State and many friends of long standing and supporters, and given the environment, 
which was increasingly a hostile one, to make sure that our position was conveyed. 
I beUeve that’s what these notes refer to. 

Question. And the next page, 20244, it is your secretary’s handwriting, says, “Har- 
old is here,” and then your handwriting on 

Answer. I don’t, Ms. Comstock, beUeve these are related. I just simply don’t know 
without — was this on the back of this, or do you know? 

Question. I beUeve so. This is just how we got it from the White House. We 
haven’t had much explanation on it. 

Answer. AU I can teU you, not to get into minutia here, to save time, sometimes 
my secretary walks in with a note and sajfs someone is here, if I’m on the phone 
or something of this nature. That’s what this would refer to, is probably Mr. Ickes 
is here to see you, how long are you going to be? I don’t know whether this note 
relates to this at aU, and I don’t have any memory or reason to beUeve it does. I 
beUeve it says “Janet Reno, community position, Webb,” and I just, sitting here 
today, don’t have any idea what that means. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. This wiU be Deposition Exhibit No. 10. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-10 was marked for identification.] 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK- 

Question. Has the President ever expressed any concern to you, to the present 
day, about Mr. HubbeU being untruthful with him or the First Lady? 

Answer. I have a vague recoUection at some point in time the President made a 
comment that Webb’s being untruthful surpris^ us aU, something of that nature. 
I can’t place a date but I have a vague recoUection of the President making a com- 
ment of that type to me. 

Question. And can you place that in time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Recently or 

Answer. I think it is some period back but not recently, no. 

Question. Can you place it in the context of were you talking privately with the 
President or 

Answer. I reaUy only had recoUection — ^you’re asking me the question. I want to 
be responsive to you, and that’s aU I remember. 

Question. And do you have any recoUection of any discussion with the First Lady 
about Mr. HubbeU’s being 
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Answer. No I don’t believe I’ve ever discussed Mr. Hubbell and his situation with 
the First Lady other than what we’ve discussed today on the March 13th meeting. 

I don’t recall any other discussion. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell going to Camp David in the summer 
of ’94 to talk with the President? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. So other than press accounts about that, you had no knowledge of that 
meeting occurring? 

Answer. That’s correct. I have no knowledge. 

Question. Did you ever advise the President an 3 rthing about meeting with Mr. 
Hubbell in that time frame after he left the Justice Department, on whether or not 
he should meet with him? 

Answer. I don’t believe the President and I have ever discussed that. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know if anyone in the White House ever made any recommenda- 
tions one way or the other to lum about meeting with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. 1 wanted to go into some matters related to Mark Middleton. 

Could you tell us how long you have known Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. I met Mr. Middleton several years ago when I believe he requested a 
meeting with me after he graduated from the University of Arkansas. I don’t know 
what year that was. Probably in the late ’80s, early ’90s. 

Question. Okay. And did you 

Answer. I met with him for about 15 minutes. 

Question. And did you hire him or 

Answer. No. He had been president of the student body at the University of Ar- 
kansas, as I had been, and I did give him a courtesy meeting. He expressed interest 
in staying in the State, and I think expressed an interest, a possible interest, in 
working with Arkla. I told him I did not think we had any open positions, but I 
wished him well and was glad he was goii^ to stay in the State. 

Question. And were you fauniliar with him working on the campaign in 1992? 

Answer. I believe I was aware of that. 

Question. Were you aware of him doing fiind-raising? 

Answer. I don’t know that I knew specifically what job he was doing. I was not 
part of the formal campaign and only went to campaign headquarters a couple of 
times during that period. 

Question. Can you tell us how he came to be employed in your office, in the Chief 
of Staff’s Office in 1993? 

Answer. I had met — ^Mark, as I said, impressed me as a professioned. When the 
President asked me to serve as Chief of Staff, and when it was announced, there 
was a plethora of phone calls and mail, and I immediately tried to assemble on very 
short notice some staff support. Mr. Middleton seemed like the type of energetic, ca- 
pable young professional that could return 100 of the 300 calls I was receiving a 
day. So that’s how he came to work initially informally in December, and I was im- 
pressed with his work. I think he asked to be on my staff, and I felt like I would 
be getting similar phone calls, and I wanted those matters to be treated cotu^ously 
and thought Mr. Middleton would be capable of being an executive assistant, specif 
assistant in that regard. 

Question. So you hired Mr. Middleton for your office? 

Answer. I did, I did. 

Question. Do you recall if the President made any recommendations on hiring Mr. 
Middleton for your office? 

Answer. I don’t recall the President making any recommendations, and I think 
I told the President, and he had a favorable view of Mr. Middleton, but I don’t recall 
he recommended 1 hire him. 

Question. Okay. And was — could you just tell us what Mr. Middleton’s duties were 
when he came on board? 

Answer. Essentially they were as I described. I would say an executive assistant, 
special assistant, and most of that work, Ms. Comstock, I would say, I would de- 
scribe at least as a liaison function of handling the many phone calls, correspond- 
ence, those types of things that one normally gets in a position like Chief of Staff. 

Question. And was part of his outreach going to be with the Arkansas community? 

Answer. Yes, it was. 

Question. And would it be Arkansas business community also? 

Answer. It would include Arkansas business commxmity, but not be limited to it. 
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Ms. Comstock I’m showing the witness a document that’s from Mark Middleton 
to you. It’s EOP 52422, a memo to Mack McLarty from Mark Middleton regarding 
outreach efforts. It begins with, “Pursuant to our conversation earlier in the week, 
I have given considerable thought to how we could better service our supporters,” 
and then it goes on to talk about events such as White House dinners and radio 
addresses are mentioned. Air Force One. 

On the second page, “I don’t think Uiere should ever be an empty seat on board 
the aircraft. This is a major perk and should be provided selectively, but nonetheless 
fully utilized.” 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall getting this memo? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. And is that your handwriting on the top of the memo? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. And could you tell us what that says generally on the top? 

Answer. It has notations, “Phil” and “HI,” which I believe refer to Phil Lader and 
Harold Ickes. “Joan,” I believe, refers to Joan Baggett. “Bruce” refers to Bruce 
Lindsey. “Marcia,” I don’t know whether that refers to Marsha Scott or Marcia Hale. 
Both were working in the White House at this time. “Mark” probably refers to Mark 
Gearan, and “Alexis” would refer to Alexis Herman. 

Question. And do you recall discussing this memo with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. I have a vague recollection of discussing it with him. 

Question. And do you know when this document was done? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. You mentioned you thought “Mark” was Mark Gearan. Would you have 
sent something to Mark Gearan during the tune when he was in the — was he ini- 
tially in the Deputy Chief of Staffs Office or Communications, I’m forgetting which? 

Answer. You got it. Deputy Chief of Staff and then Communications. 

Question. Would you have normally sent sometiiing to him when he was in the 
Deputy Chief of Staff's Office as opposed to Communications, or did it vary? 

Answer. It varied. I could well have seen him in either or both. 

Question. And then I ^ess Phil Lader. When was he in the position? 

Answer. I believe Phil Lader was Deputy Chief of Staff at this time, and Mr. 
Gearan was in Communications. 

Question. Okay. And so does that give you a sense of what that time frame would 
be? 

Answer. Without really checking my records, I iust simply can’t tell you what time 
frame this would be. I don’t recall when Mr. Ladfer joined the White House as Dep- 
uty Chief of Staff without reviewing my records. I just don’t recall the date. 

Mr. Taylor. Would it be fair to say that it’s after Harold came and before Mark 
left? 

The Witness. I think that’s a good way to describe it. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Harold didn’t join until January of 1994, so the memo would be some- 
time after January of 1994? 

Mr. Taylor. And before February of ’95. 

The Witness. I think that does put a time frame on it. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So probably sometime in 1994, okay. 

Do you recall generally the discussions with Mr. Middleton — I’m sorry, we have 
gotten a little way from the question, and you may have answered it some, but could 
you just discuss generally what you recall? 

Answer. My testimony was I had a vague recollection of— I had seen the memo, 
and I had a vague recollection of discussing it with Mr. Middleton. 

Question. And what was that discussion? 

Answer. I am not siu%, Ms. Comstock, sitting here today I can tell you much more 
than that, that I remember. It would be really reconstruction. 

Question. Do you recall discussing with Mr. Middleton various perks or things at 
the AVhite House that could be provided to major donors? 

Answer. No, I cannot. My recollection is that we were mindful of not to lose touch 
with those that had supported us and wanted an organized, orderly effort to do that. 
That’s what I remember the basis of this memorandum discussion. I just don’t re- 
member any more about the speciftcs of it. 
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Question. Mr. Middleton is specifically discussing in paragraph 2 final donors; is 
that correct? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you recall discussing financial donors with Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Yes, I had some discussions from time to time with him about that, pri- 
marily in light of the DNC budget, which, as Chief of Staff, I had some responsibil- 
ity for coordination in that regard, and I t«lieve that’s the context here. 

Question. In particular he talks about sort of the level of donors, and I would sug- 
gest that we reach all the way back to the $20,000 contribution level. 

Do you recall any level of donors that you were going to reach out to? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall any level of that specific nature. 

Question. Then again, the next sentence says, I am presently attempting to iden- 
tify DNC trustees irao have fallen between the cracks, and there are severm. 

Do you recall discussing with him identifying DNC trustees? 

Mr. Taylor. Who have fallen between the cracks? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Or just generally discussing DNC trustees. 

Answer. No, I have a recollection of receiving this memorandum, and I have a 
recollection of a discuss with Mark, but I just don’t remember the specifics of it, Ms. 
Comstock. 

Question. Do you recall if you asked him to do anything else after this memo? 

Answer. No, I do not know whether I asked him to do anything as a follow-up 
or not. 

Question. And do you know if— in the beginning he says, “Pursuant to our con- 
versation earlier in me week.” Do you know if others were present during that con- 
versation? 

Answer. No, I do not know whether it was just a conversation between Mr. Mid- 
dleton and me or whether there were others in the conversation that this memoran- 
dum refers to. I just don’t know. 

Question. And do you know, is the situation at the top — do you know why you 
would send it to these various people, or — ^is it yoxiT testimony that you did send 
it to the people who are identified on the top? 

Answer. 'Tne notations — no, that’s not my testimony. 

Question. Okay. I’m sorry. 

Answer. The notations could suggest that, but they could also surest that I ei- 
ther planned a visit with these individuals or get their views as welT So the nota- 
tions could mean either, and it’s hard sitting here today to know whether it was 
sent or whether they are notes to myself to visit with these individuals. 

Mr. Ballen. Do you have an independent recollection, sir, of what they meant? 

The Witness. No, I do not. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. On the number 2 where it says, “Desk’7 

Answer. That’s to bring back to my desk, to have it on my desk. 

Question. Is that usually how you would say — ^you know, you would say, I want 
a copy for my desk? 

Answer. Ifii-huh. 

Question. I’m just trying to understand notations. Would 1 be a copy to Phil, and 
2 be a copy to “my desk’? 

Answer. 'The desk would mean to bring it back to my desk, and 1 could mean a 
copv to Phil. 

Question. Because you are not going to talk to your desk, right? 

Answer. No, I would not. No, it means to bring it back to my desk. 

Question. And the P 2 weeks, is that your notations for pending 2 weeks? 

Answer. I believe it is. 

Question. And then the “Marsha” and “Mark” and “Alexis,” you don’t know if that 
was people you wanted to talk to about it or sent the memo to; is that correct? 

Answer. 'That’s my testimony. 

Question. And do you recall then generally, aside from the notations, talking with 
any of these individuals about generally the topics addressed in the memo? 

Answer. No, I do not recall that. 

Question. Okay. Not at all? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. And then at the top where it says “political file,” is that Patty McHugh’s 
handwriting? 

Answer. It is. 
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Question. And what does that notation mean? 

Answer. I think it suggests to file this in a political file. 

Question. So in other words an actual file in your office that was called the politi- 
cal file? 

Answer. I don’t know how Ms. McHugh had my files organized. I depended on 
her for that. 

Question. Were you aware of any lists that Mr. Middleton put together as a result, 
or, in general, are you aware of lists of supporters he put together? 

Answer. 1 don’t recall seeing any Usts, Ms. Comstock, that Mr. Middleton put to- 
gether. 

Question. Were you aware of him compiling or getting them together? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall that he did. 

Question. Do you know of any of Mr. Middleton’s suggestions being implemented 
at the White House? 

Mr. Ballen. As referred to in this memo? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. 

The Witness. Ms. Comstock, I don’t remember any follow-up on this memoran- 
dum, and I don’t remember the suggestions being implemented. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. For instance, spots at the Saturday radio addresses, which I 
think are mentioned on page 52423. After No. 4 there, “Saturday radio addresses 
should also be utilized to take care of our political and fhiancial supporters.” 

Were you ever aware of an 3 rthing being implemented in that regard? 

Answer. 1 don’t remember any system being put in place to implement this sug- 
gestion. 

Question. Okay. Then similarly, with Air Force One, do you have any knowledge 
of whether Air Force One had been — ^any action was taken on getting financial sup- 
porters onto Air Force One? 

Answer. No, 1 don’t. 1 don’t recall that being followed up on either. 

Question. The last page of the document, page 52424, Mr. Middleton asked ^ou 
to authorize him to compile a comprehensive list of early and substantial contribu- 
tors. 

Would those be your circles and your marks on this document? Would that be ac- 
curate? 

Answer. I believe they are. 

Question. Do you know if you ever authorized him to do anything like that? 

Answer. I don’t recall that I did, Ms. Comstock. 1 don’t recall any follow-up on 
this memorandum. 

Question. Okay. And so do your circles or notations there give you any indication 
of any action you took? Does mat refi-esh your recollection as to any action that was 
taken? 

Answer. No, they do not. 'They don’t signify or suggest that. 

Ms. Comstock This is Deposition Exhibit No. 11. 

[McLarfy Deposition Exhibit No. TM-11 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This document is EOF 42878. It says, “Arkansas Finance Committee,” 
and the notation on the side is, “Mark Middleton’s list.” 

Have you ever seen this list? 

Answer. I don’t recall seeing this list, Ms. Comstock. It is possible that I have, 
but I don’t recall seeing this list. 

Question. Do you know what the Arkansas Finance Committee is? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. On the last page of the previous exhibit, Mark Middleton had asked 
that a directive be issued to key White House officials about taking care of fnends. 

Do you recall generally if there was ever any attempt to compile a list of fnends 
that would be let into the White House, Arkansas friends, anything like that? 

Answer. I don’t know whether this list that you’re showing me, Ms. Comstock, re- 
lates to this. 

Question. And I’m not representing it does. I’m just sort of providing that to see 
if that refreshes your recollection on anything that Mr. Middleton might have done 
in terms of lists. 

Answer. The answer is no, it does not refresh my memory, or I don’t know what 
this means or suggests. 

Question. And were you aware of any kind of database that Mr. Middleton partici- 
pated in? 
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Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Just so the answer is clear, when you are referring to 
“this,” you are referring to Arkansas Finance Committee, you do not know what this 
list represents; is that correct? 

The Witness. I mean, I cannot speculate. 

Mr. Ballen. No, please don’t speculate. 

Ms. Comstock. We will make that list Deposition Exhibit No. 12, so that we are 
referring here to Deposition Exhibit No. 12, the Arkansas Finance Committee list. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-12 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. And do you have any knowledge of any database that Mr. Middleton 
provided documents to or lists to. I’m sorry? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Are you familiar with the White House database in general, what’s been 
referred to as WnoDB? 

Answer. I am familiar with discussions about the need to have an orderly record 
of certain individuals — I’m not sure I would classify that WhoDB as you did — ^for 
certain invitations to Christmas parties and so forth. I am generally aware of a feel- 
ing that we needed a database, an orderly system to contact certain individuals on 
an orderly basis. 

Question. And did you have an understanding of what that was to be used for? 

Answer. It was to be used for certain invitations, Christmas cards, Christmas par- 
ties, things of that natiure, and I was generally aware of the need to have that. 

Question. Were you aware of donor Usts being incorporated into that system? 

Answer. I’m not sure that I understood that donor fists would be incorporated into 
that general system, Ms. Comstock, at all. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any DNC officials being allowed to utilize 
that system in any way? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Mr. Taylor. Could we break for a second? 

Ms. Comstock. Okay, sure. 

[Brief recess.] 

Ms. Comstock I’m showing the witness a May 5, 1994 memo to Ann Cahill from 
Martha Phipps. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Following up on previous — ^Mr. Middleton’s memo on ideas on how the 
White House could be utilized, this memo sets out 19 different items, and the begin- 
ning of it says, “In order to reach our very aggressive goal of 40 million this year, 
it would be very helpful if we could coordinate the following activities between the 
White House and the Democratic National Committee.” 

Directing your attention to item No. 14, it says, “One lunch with Mack McLarty 
per month, contact Mark Middleton.” 

Do you know if anything like that was ever coordinated with the DNC between 
your office and the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever seen this memo before? 

Answer. I don’t recall that I have. It’s possible I have, but I don’t recall that I’ve 
seen this. 

Mr. Ballen. This is not an memo directed to you, was it? 

The Witness. No, it was not. 

Ms. Comstock For the record, it is to Ms. Cahill from Martha Phipps, who is 
a DNC employee. I believe Ann Cahill was in, I think, Mr. Ickes’ office or the social 
offices over there. I forget at this time. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK- 

Question. You have no knowledge then of any general efforts to have a DNC donor 
lunch that you would have with somebody once a week or a group of people once 
a month — ^I’m sorry, month? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall anything of that nature. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. I’ll make that Deposition Exhibit Number 13. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-13 was marked for identification.]. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a memo to Mack McLarty from Skip Rutherford on September 
8th, 1994. 
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Can you tell us what capacity Mr. Rutherford was serving in at this time in 1994? 

Answer. Mr. Rutherford was and is in the private sector in Arkansas. 

Question. And was he also a paid DNC employee at this time or contractor or con- 
sultant? 

Answer. I believe he did have a contract with DNC as an advisor, I believe that’s 
correct. 

Question. Did you ever talk with anybody about setting that contract up at the 
DNC? 

Answer. I may have. 

Question. Do you recall him being paid approximately $90,000 a year at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t recall the terms. That may be correct. 

Question. Do you recall discussii^ who you would have discussed it with at the 
DNC, setting up a contract for Mr. Rutherford? 

Answer. I can’t recall specifically discussing with anyone, Ms. Comstock, but it’s 
possible that I did. 

Question. And what was your understanding of what services he would be provid- 
ing to the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know that I had an understanding of the services he would be 
providing to the DNC. 

Question. But was it your — did you have an interest in having Mr. Rutherford em- 
ployed as a consultant by the DNC? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And do you know others who were asking for that aside from you? 

Answer. Mr. Rutherford is veiy highly regarded. I don’t know whether there were 
others that asked for that. Part of ms responsibilities were giving me informal ad- 
vice, and I believe that came under the contract that you referred to. 

Question. And was this memo some sort of that advice then? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Just directing your attention to the first paragraph, the sentence that 
says, “The Arkansas Travelers should be reactivated at that time with particular 
enmhasis on the early primay States.” 

Do you know what he is referring to as the “Arkansas Travelers’? 

Answer. I believe there was a group in 1992 of Arkansans that traveled to various 
primary States and campaigned for the President, and they were called the Arkan- 
sas Travelers. 

Question. Do you know who that group included? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. Do you know if they were involved in fund-raising at all? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, counsel. I’m going to object to this line of questioning. 
I’ve been waiting patiently to see the interaction between campaign finance and our 
investigation and Mr. Rutherford. I don’t see it yet. Perhaps if you could provide 
it for the record. 

Ms. Comstock Maybe we can wrap this up. The pending question was, do you 
know if this was involved in fund-reusing at all, these individuals. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, but before Mr. McLarty answers it, so you are not going 
to provide me for the record with an explanation of how that line of questioning re- 
lating to Skip Rutherford that you have been on for the past 5 minutes relates to 
the mandate to this committee? 

Ms. Comstock I want to find out if this has anything to do with fund-raising. 

Mr. Taylor. Does it? 

The Witness. This memorandum or the Arkansas Travelers? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. If the Arkansas Travelers had anything to do with fund-raising? 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t know. 

Ms. Comstock I’ll make this Deposition Exhibit No. 14. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-14 was marked for identification.]. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Is Mr. Rutherford also involved with the CUnton Library? 

Answer. Yes, he is. 

Question. And is he the contact person for the archives, archiving of Presidential 
records, if you know? 

Answer. I don’t know what his exact responsibilities are. 

Question. When Mr. Middleton left the White House in February of ’95, did you 
keep in touch with him? 

Answer. I saw Mr. Middleton from time to time. 
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Question. And can you tell us what contact that was? 

Answer. I think they were contacts you would expect with a former staff member. 

I saw him from time to time. 

Question. Did you see him come to the White House frequently? 

Answer. I saw him from time to time in the White House. 

Question. Did he tell you what he wanted to do when he left the White House? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. And what was that? 

Answer. He told me he was going to work with Steve Green, a businessman from 
Florida. 

Question. And what type of business was that? 

Answer. I’m not fully knowledgeable of Mr. Green’s business endeavors. I know 
Mr. Green. He’s qxiite successful, but I’m not knowledgeable of his business endeav- 
ors. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Middleton being interested in Asian business? 

Answer. Yes, I was aware he was interested in trade matters and the Asian/Pa- 
cific region. That was about the extent of it. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever bring Steve Green in to meet with you? 

Answer. He may have. I think I had met Mr. Green earlier in time. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever have any business clients that he brought in 
to meet with you? 

Answer. I really did not know or do not know who Mr. Middleton’s clients are. 

Question. Are you aware of him doing any business with the Riadys or the Lippo 
Group? 

Answer. I’m not aware whether or not he has a business relationship with the 
Riadys or not. 

Question. You seem to sort of hesitate. Do you have any knowledge of his business 
witii 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. I’m going to object so the record is clear. I didn’t see the 
witness hesitate. If you want to ask a question, go ahead. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. I was just wondering if you have any other knowledge of Mr. 
Middleton’s business with any connection with the Riadys or Lippo? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Have you discussed that with anybody at the White House? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe that I have. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Middleton doing any work in raising — I’m sorry. 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Middleton doing any fund-raising for the Clinton 
Birthplace Foundation? 

Answer. I may have been aware of Mr. Middleton was supportive of the Birth- 
place Foundation. 

Question. Do you know how you learned of that? 

Answer. I don’t know whether he told me or someone else did. I simply may have 
been aware of it. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton ever introduce you to a Nina Wang? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe that he did. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any particular people Mr. Middleton was 
fund-raising, soliciting funds from for the Birthplace Foundation? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Are you aware of any work that Mr. Middleton was doing with the 
Widjaja family, W-I-D-J-A-J-A? 

Answer. May I see a copy of the spelling of the family you mentioned? 

Question. Yes. This is a memo to Mr. McLarty from Janice Enright regarding the 
Widjaja. 

Answer. Yes. I beUeve I knew Mr. Middleton was acquainted with this family. I 
don’t think I knew or not whether they were clients of Mr. Middleton. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of them at all generally, who they were? 

Answer. I understood them to be successful Indonesian businesspeople with a 
number of successful business holdings. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Middleton attempting to get them in to see any- 
body at the White House? 

Answer. Yes, I was. 

Question. And who 

Answer. He asked me to attend a dinner, and I did a drop-by, and I believe I met 
at least some members of this family. 
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Question. And can you just describe that event? 

Answer. It was a dinner that Mr. Middleton hosted, I believe, at the Hay-Adams. 
He asked me to drop by, which I did. I met them. It was a courtesy visit. I was 
generally supportive of the Pacific region and trading relationships there. 

Question. How many people were at the dinner? 

Answer. I really don’t know. 

Question. Was it your sense that it was only that family, or was it a large mroup? 

Answer. I think there were other people there than just the family members. I 
st^ed for about 10 or 15 minutes. I did not stay for dinner. 

Question. Was it one table of people or two or under 100? 

Answer. People were standing when I arrived. It seemed to be about 20, 25 peo- 
ple, as I remember, but I could be off on that. 

Question. And what was your understanding of what he was doing, what his pur- 
pose was in having you meet with them? 

Answer. As I remember it, I believe the chairman of the company was receiving 
an international award the next day that was going to be presented in Washington, 
and he had asked me to stop by and meet this family. Mr. Middleton had worked 
with me on the APEC conference in Seattle, so it was consistent with those efforts, 
and I told him I would be glad to do so if my schedule permitted, which it did. 

Question. Do you know if Don Fowler or anybody from the DNC was at the meet- 
ing — ^at the dinner? 

Answer. I don’t recall seeing Mr. Fowler there. 

Question. Directing your attention to the second paragraph of this memo, it says, 
“Harold is not famihar with work that is being done in this regard.” Actually, we 
initial paragraph talks about the Clinton Library, but it says, “I am told ^ Terry 
that you and Mark are working on this prmect at the direction of Mrs. Clinton.” 

Do you know what — can you make sense of that for us, what the project was, and 
what was being worked on, and how that connected with the Widjaja family, if at 
all? 

Answer. I don’t know that it is connected with the Wi(^jaja family. I believe this 
is in reference to the Clinton Libraiy, and Mr. Middleton had done some research 
work for me on how other Presidential libraries were established during his tenure 
in the White House. 

Question. Where it says — do you know who Terry is? It says, “According to the 
Terry,” in the first paragraph, “Mark has been talMng to them about the Clinton 
Library.” 

Answer. I believe that refers to Terry McAuliffe, but I’m not sure. 

Question. And do you know why Mark Middleton was talking to Terry McAuliffe 
about this? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. And do you know why these folks are being talked to about the Clinton 
Library? 

Answer. I don’t know that they were talked to about the Clinton librtuy. 

Question. The memo says, “According to Terry, Mark has been talking to them,” 
but you don’t know about that? 

Mr. Taylor. I oWect. Are you asking him about what somebody else wrote? 

Ms. Comstock Right. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. No, I’m just asking you what you know about what is in this memo that 
was to you, if you had any knowledge about that. 

Mr. 'Taylor. I think he has answered your question. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know what you did in response to this memo? 

Answer. I took this memo, the emphasis of it at least, was to provide Ms. Enright 
with information about this family and their business endeavors. I believe that’s 
what she requested, and I believe I did that to the best of my knowledge. 

Question. And what did you do? 

Answer. I believe I wrote her a note back, or I dictated a note, sajdng it was my 
understanding that this family was involved in business endeavors in Indonesia and 
was well regarded, but that I could not vouch for them. That was my understanding. 
That’s what had been told to me. 

Ms. Comstock Let me get that memo. 

The Witness. That’s what 

Mr. Ballen. Did you finish your answer, sir? 
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The Witness. That’s what had been told to me. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I do have that memo, so I wanted to provide that to you. 

Answer. This is consistent witdi my testimony. 

Mr. Taylor. That is consistent with your testimony. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And this is another — a November 2nd, 1995 memo for Janice Enright 
from Patty McHugh, who is your assistant; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And the subject is, your memo to Mack, re; the three family members 
that were mentioned in the previous memo, which I’ll go ahead and make Deposi- 
tion Exhibit Number 15. 

Why don’t I clarify. On that document also, that is your handwriting on the top 
where it says — ^is that, cleared by Counsel’s Office? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m afi^id the record is going to be unclear. If we can indicate when 
he is talking about this, which memo. 

Ms. Comstock I’m going to make the first November 2nd, 1995 memo Draosition 
Exhibit Number 15, and tiiat’s the memo to Mack McLarly from Janice Enright. 
That’s 052345, and that’s the memo asking about any information on these people. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-15 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Comstock The second memo, 20333, which we will make Deposition Exhibit 
Number 16; a memo for Janice Enright from Mr. McLarty’s assistant, Patty 
McHugh. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-16 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. The pending question was if that was your handwriting at the top of 
Deposition Exhibit Number 15? 

Answer. I believe the circled part is handwriting. 

Question. Does that say, “Cleared by Counsel’s Office’? 

Answer. That’s what it appears to say. 

Question. And then that’s your secretary’s handwriting then to the right on the 
edge of the page there that says, Ron Brown’s office — ^it says something; Connie 
scheduling; also met; and then in there is also, 1st Lady? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. 1st Lady; is that your handwriting, or is that somebody else’s? 

Answer. I can’t tell. I can’t tell. 

Question. Were you aware of the Widjajas’ meeting with the First Lady in this 
time frame idso? 

Answer. I don’t believe I was awsire of that. I may have been, but I don’t believe 
I was aware of that. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any attempts to get the First Lady to 
meet with this family? 

Answer. I don’t recall any remiests being made to me, no. 

Question. Do you recall Mark Middleton ever telling you anything to the effect 
that these people were important to the administration? 

Answer. As I recall it, Mr. Middleton said they were successful businesspeople. 
I don’t recall his saying about the importance of the administration, other than out- 
reach to the Pacific/Asia for international commerce. 

Question. Did you have any understanding whether they were U.S. citizens? 

Answer. I donT know whether they were U.S. citizens or not. 

Question. Other than the dinner that you stopped by at, do you know of any other 
visits or activities that you have knowledge of with the Widjajas? 

Answer. I believe the next day I by chance encountered Mr. Widjaja, whom I had 
not met, who I believe was receiving the award. He was with Mr. Middleton and 
I believe some of the other members of the family that I had met the night before, 
and I believe I recall Mr. Middleton saying, this gentleman is receiving this award 
tonight, or at some point in time, and I snook his hand and congratulated him. It 
was a perchance meeting. I did not know he was going to be there. 

Question. You had mentioned the dinner, and I just wanted to show you 52308 
through 309 indicates, depart en route to Mark Middleton’s dinner; location, the 
Hay-Adams Hotel. 

Mr. Ballen. Could I have a copy of that as well? 

Ms. Comstock Yes. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Do you recall, was the dinner before — do you recall when in time the 
dinner was in relation to when you received memos about the Widjajas? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. In this time frame, was there any other Middleton dinner aside from 
this one, the one you previously described? 

Answer. I don’t recall that there was. 

Question. So in the fall of ’95 generally, you are only aware of one dinner that 
you — a Mark Middleton dinner at the Hay-Adams that you stopped by? 

Answer. I believe that’s the case, Ms. Comstock, but there may have been another 
occasion. I just simply don’t remember sitting here today. 'That’s the only one I re- 
call. 

Question. Do you know if on other occasions you had — when Mr. Middleton had 
any Asian businessmen that he was associated with where you were at dinners? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. I didn’t hear the end of the question. If there were any 
other dinners that he may have had with Mr. Middleton with other Asian 
businesspeople or people who had business in Asia, not necessarily that they were 
Asian? 

The Witness. No, I understand. 

Answer. I don’t recall any other dinners, Ms. Comstock, that I saw business peo- 
ple either from Asia or doing business in Asia that attended. There possibly could 
have been one, but I don’t remember it and I don’t believe there was one. 

Question. And then, again, returning to Deposition Number 15, do you recall they 
end up getting their pictures taken, if you know? Fifteen and 16, you indicated you 
thought was in your memo that Mack feels it would be aU right for them to have 
a photo taken with them this evening. And that’s deposition Exhibit 16. 

Do you have any knowledge of that happening or not? 

Answer. I don’t know whether it did or not. 

Question. Do you recall whether in the course of this you had any conversations 
with anyone at NSC or any foreign affairs people at the White House? 

Answer. I don’t recall that I had any conversations with the NSC. 

Question. Deposition Exhibit Number 16 had indicated that the Commerce De- 
partment’s counsel had cleared these folks. 

Do you recall having any discussions with anyone at the Commerce Department 
about that or the information in here was relayed to you by Mark Middleton? 

Answer. I don't recall any 

Ms. Comstock Sorry, I asked two questions. 

Mr. Taylor. You sure did. 

examination by Ma COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall if you discussed these folks with anybody at the Com- 
merce Department, the Widjajas? 

Answer. No, 1 don’t believe I had any discussion with the Commerce Department 
about this matter. 

Question. And then to the extent that the memo reflects that Mark Middleton has 
advised they’ve been cleared by the counsel’s office and the Commerce Department, 
did Mr. Middleton then tell your office that and you accepted his account of that 
and it wasn’t checked at the Commerce Department? Would that be a fair assess- 
ment? 

Answer. No, I don’t know. 

Mr. Taylor. Your foundation is missing here because there’s absolutely no evi- 
dence that Mr. McLarty talked to Mr. Middleton about Mr. Middleton’s representa- 
tions about the Commerce Department. It is 

Ms. Comstock Well, why don’t we go into that, then. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did you ask your assistant to check on this, or did you personally check 
on it? 

Mr. Taylor. If you know. 

The Witness. I don’t think I personally checked on it, and I don’t remember ask- 
ing my assistant to do it. It is possible I did, but I don’t think I did. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you recall talking to Mark Middleton about these people at all? 

Mr. Taylor. Other than what you’ve already testified to. 
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The Witness. No, I don’t think I had any further discussions with Mr. Middleton 
other than what I’ve already related to you. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Then, in the memo where it says, “Mack indicated that although he can- 
not attest to the absolute integrity of the above individuals, he can affirm that they 
are legitimate business people,” do you know any basis of that being your view that 
you can affirm they were legitimate business people? 

Answer. They had been presented to me that way. 

Question. By Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. By Mr. Middleton. And I believe I further felt that was affirmed with the 
award that they were receiving, I believe, the next day that seemed to be a highly 
prestigious award. I’ve forgotten who was Chairman, but a well-known leading 
American was the Chairman of the lunch, whenever they received the award. 

Question. Your testimony is that you don’t recaU Mark Middleton telling you 
about the Commerce Department contact? 

Answer. No, I have no recollection of any discussion with Mr. Middleton about the 
Commerce Department. 

Question. The letter also indicates that Mark also said that they met with the 
First Lady. Do you recall any discussion with Mark Middleton about these people 
meeting with the First Lady? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Or do you recall Patty McHugh telling you anything about these people 
had met with the First Lady? 

Answer. I don’t recall Patty relating that to me. 

Question. So you have no knowledge about anything about the First Lady meeting 
with these people; is that correct? 

Answer. I have no knowledge. It’s possible Ms. McHugh said something to me and 
I just, sitting here today, don’t remember her saying that. 

Mr. Ballen. You have no recollection. 

The Witness. That’s right. 

Ms. Comstock. Ill make this calendar entry for October 31st the Mark Middleton 
dinner, make that Deposition Exhibit Number 17. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-17 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Comstock. This is a November 3rd, ’95 , calendar entry on this, 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Again, is that your handwriting on there? 

Answer. Yes, it is. 

Question. And can you read what that says? 

Answer. It says Mark Middleton, Charlie Trie, Indo Group. 

Question. And do you recall what that entry means? 

Answer. I recall the Mark Middleton entry at 3:00 denotes a meeting that I was 
going to have with Mark Middleton on November 3rd. 

Question. Do you recall meeting with Charlie Trie? 

Answer. Mr. 'Trie was not present at this meeting. I believe I’ve only met Mr. Trie 
on one occasion. 

Question. And when was that? 

Answer. I can’t place it in time. I believe it was either in 1993 or 1994. 

Question. And what was the context of the meeting? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I have a vague recollection it is some type of reception, 
shaking his hand. 

Question. And what makes you recall that? 

Answer. I just simply remember shaking his hand and his being introduced as 
Charlie Trie. 

Question. Did you know he was a donor or trustee or anything like that? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Was this with a large ^oup of people? 

Answer. I have a vague recollection of a reception type setting where 1 was intro- 
duced to him and shook his hand, and that’s the only tune I believe I’ve ever spoken 
with Mr. Trie. 

Question. So you did not know him from Arkansas? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Do you know what the Indo Group here indicates? 

Answer. I’m not certain what it indicates. It is on or around the time with the 
Widjajas. It may refer to them, but I don’t know for certain. 



860 

Question. So you do not recall Charlie Trie, though, being with the Widjajas at 
all? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. And do you recall, aside from this dinner, did you meet with the 
Widjajas and see them at the White House at all? 

Answer. I think I’ve already testified that I saw 

Question. Mr. Widjaja. 

Answer. Mr. Widjaja the next day unexpectedly. Other than that, that’s the only 
two times I ever met with any of the Widjaja family. 

Ms. Comstock Make that Deposition Eioiibit Number 18. 

[McLarfy Deposition Exhibit No. TM-18 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Comstock This is another schedule. It is EOF 52310, which is also for No- 
vember 3rd, and it indicates a 3:00 meeting with Mark Middleton, location 1201 
Connecticut Avenue. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you recall a meeting with Mark Middleton’s office at 1201 Connecti- 
cut? That’s not his office, is it? Do you recall what this meeting is? 

Answer. I recall meeting Mr. Middleton at 3:00 on November 3rd. And this nota- 
tion on my formal calendar is the same as the notation on my Da 3 rtimer. It is the 
same meeting. 

Question. And this is a meeting that Charlie 'Trie was not at? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. And have you told us evei^hing about this meeting that you recall, this 
November 3rd meeting with Mark Middleton, what that was about? 

Answer. I don’t think you’ve asked me about it. 

Question. I’m sorry, we’re getting confused. Why don’t you tell us about this meet- 
ing? 

Answer. The meeting, as I remember, it was what I would describe as a social 
and personal meeting. I had really not had an opportunity to see Mark for any 
length of time since he left the White House. And this seemed to be a convenient 
time and place for us to meet and have an opportunity for a visit, which we did. 

Question. And what is 1201 Connecticut Avenue? 

Answer. That’s actually the offices of Zuckerman and Spaeder. 

Question. And why were you meeting there? 

Answer. I was already there in preparation for another meeting of this type; and, 
so, when I completed that preparation, I thought a social and personal visit might 
be an enjoyable change of pace, and it seemed to be a convenient time and place 
to meet outside the White House and just have a chance to catch up on what Mark 
was doing and for him to catch up on what I was doing. It was the first time I had 
seen him since he left for any len^h of time. 

Question. So you were not talking to Mr. Middleton on any legal matters? 

Answer. No, I was not. And no \^ite House business, either. 

Ms. Comstock I’ll make that Deposition Exhibit Number 19. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-19 was marked for identification.] 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Then I guess the Indo Group referenced there, when you put the two 
together and you have Mark Middleton and you met at Zuckerman and Spaeder and 
then the Indo Group, you don’t know what the connection is there, why that was 
on the calendar at that time? 

Answer. I don’t think there is a connection. 

Question. Do you know why that was there on your calendar, what that refers to? 

Answer. Sitting here today, no, I do not know why I made that notation. 

Question. You didn’t talk to Mr. Middleton about Charlie Trie or anything Indo 
Group-type related? 

Answer. I can’t say, sitting here today, that those weren’t notations for me to ask 
Mark about the Indo Group or make a comment, which I believe refers to Widjajas. 
And I just simply don’t know what the notation about Mr. Trie means. 

Question. I don’t know where the Bates stamp number is on this. It is an April 
13th, 1993, memo for Mr. McLarty from Tony Lake. The subject is request for Presi- 
dential photo opportunity with PRC Governor and delegation. 

I believe you previously had testified something to the effect of, and maybe I’m 
mistaken, PRC delegation. But I’ll give you a chance to review that. This is different 
from the Governor of Jakarta thing, wmch is what you had previously testified. I’m 
sorry. 

Answer. No, that’s all right. 
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Question. Do you recall receiving this memo? 

Answer. Sitting here today, I do not recall receiving this memo. 

Question. Do you recall the general subject matter coming up in 1993? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you recall the PRC Governor and delegation visiting the White 
House? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. So you have no knowledge that you can inform us about this meeting 
or event or photo opportunity? 

Answer. I just simply don’t remember this memoranda, and I don’t remember a 
visit by the PRC and I having any involvement in it. I just simply don’t have any 
recollection of it sitting here t^ay. 

Question. Do you know who Kris Cicio is, who is mentioned in the last paragraph? 

.^swer. I believe Ms. Cicio was — I believe she is — was and is a secretary in the 
National Security Counsel’s office. 

Question. And do you know who Ken Wiedemaim is? 

Answer. I believe he was a staff person at the NSC. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of them meeting with this delegation? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Ms. Comstock. Let me mark that Deposition Exhibit Number 20. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-20 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I think your testimony, this is fairly cleetr, but this does mention in the 
memo the event was being promoW by Charlie Trie. 

Do you recall, in general, any events where Charlie Trie was promoting or trying 
to get meetings with any Chinese delegations in general? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Okay. 

'The November 3rd, 1995, meeting that you had with Mr. Middleton, was that just 
between you and Mr. Middleton, there was nobody else there? 

Answer. Yes, it was just the two of us. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Mr. Middleton working with Charlie 
Trie? 

Answer. I was aware they were acquainted, I don’t have any knowledge of his 
working with Mr. Trie. 

Question. How did you learn they were acquainted? 

Answer. Mr. Middleton mention^ Mr. Trie to me on occasions. 

Question. Can you tell us on what occasions what he said. 

Answer. I don’t recall a specific occasion. I was aware they knew each other. 

Question. Did he mention traveling with him or going to any parties at the Water- 
gate Hotel that he had? 

Answer. No, nothing of that type. 

I do have a vague recollection of one occasion when Mr. Middleton mentioned Mr. 
Trie as a possible prospective hind-raiser, and I acknowledged that comment. And 
that’s about all I remember about any comments Mr. Middleton made about Mr. 
Trie to me. 

Question. Do you know why he was telling you about him being a fund-raiser? 

Answer. I believe it was in the context of a conversation we were having of that 
type, and I Dunk I probably suggested Mr. Trie — mean Mr. Middleton — I think 
I just said I would take that under advisement. I think it was in the context of a 
discussion. 

Question. Do you recall if this was when Mr. Middleton was working at the White 
House? 

Answer. Oh, I think it was, yes. 

Question. And then after Mr. Middleton left the White House, do you recall him 
talUng about dealings with Charlie Trie? 

Answer. To the best of my memory and knowledge, I don’t recall Mr. Middleton 
ever raising Charlie Trie with me after he left the White House. 

Question. Were you aware of Charlie Trie making any large contributions to the 
DNC for the health care media fund? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. In 1994? 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question. Do you recall any discussions with Mark Middleton about Charlie 'Trie 
being a potential donor for health catre matters at all? 
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Answer. No. I recall what I just testified, that on one occasion Mr. Middleton men- 
tioned that Mr. Trie might be a potential contributor. And I don’t recall anything 
else about the conversation or any foUow-up about that. 

Question. Did he say why he thought Mr. Trie would be a potential donor? 

Answer. He did not, to me best of my recollection; and I don’t believe that he did. 

Question. And when he suggested that he would be a potential donor, a large 
donor, not a $25 donor? 

Answer. I don’t think I talked about specific dollar figimes. 

Question. Do you recall an impression of this — mean, prestunably, if you’re going 
to go to somebody, you’re going to get more than a $50 contribution. Was that your 
impression that he gave you? 

Answer. My impression was a substantial giver. 

Mr. Taylor. Hold on a second. 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 

The Witness. I think I had used “fund-raiser” as opposed to “giver” and I think 
I used “giver” in the second question. I think it was someone who could raise funds. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Your understanding is that Charlie Trie would be somebody who would 
go out and seek funds from others, as opposed to donor? 

Answer. Sitting here today, it is hard to remember the specific conversation. But 
in response to your question, I do have a recollection Mr. Middleton mentioned Mr. 
Trie as someone, as 1 remember it, who could possibly raise — be a fund-raiser, an 
effective fund-raiser. 

Question. Do you recall him also suggesting that he could be a substantial donor? 

Answer. I don’t recall that. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton give you any understanding of what source of funds 
Mr. Trie might tap into for fund-raising? 

Answer. No, he did not. 

Question. Or for donating himself? 

Answer. No, he did not. 

Question. Do you have an imderstanding of if Mr. Trie was a man of means or 
not? 

Answer. I only remember one comment that I’ve testified to. 

Question. Do you recall, did Mr. Middleton ever tell you about loaning Charlie 
Trie money himself? 

Answer. No, he did not. 

Question. What was Mr. Middleton’s involvement in fund-raising while he was at 
the White House during the time frame when he was at the White House? 

Answer. I’m not sure I understand your question. 

Question. Well, you said you recall this conversation being while he was working 
with you at the White House. What was yoim understanding of what Mr. Middleton 
was doing in relation to fund-raising in that time frame, in the ’93 through Feb- 
ruary ’95 time frame? 

Answer. I think the correct way to respond and an accurate way to respond to 
your auestion is, from time to time, I think 1 asked Mr. Middleton to interface with 
the DNC and pass along any suggestions to them that he had and work with fiie 
political office in that regard, but mat was the extent of it. 

Question. I’m showing the witness a December 15, 1995, memo to Mack McLarty 
from Mark Middleton regarding Asian Aerospace. Do you recall receiving this memo 
from Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Sittiim here today, I don’t recall receiving it. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton, after he left the White House, send you memos fi:e- 
quently making any recommendations or asking you for — or making any rec- 
ommendations? 

Answer. From time to time, he did. 

Question. Did he ask you to meet with people or host events, things like that? 

Answer. From time to time, he requested us to meet with certain people. 

Question. And do you recall anything relating to the events here on the Asian 
Aerospace event in Sngapore, Mr. Middleton asking you about anything related to 
the words in this memo? 

Answer. I hist don’t recall this memoranda. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mark Middleton being involved in Asian 
Aerospace issues? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Ms. Comstock. I’ll make that Deposition Exhibit Number 21. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-21 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. This is a May 20th, 1996, note to Mark Middleton. It is EOP 20344. 
Is that your handwriting at the top? 

Answer. It is. 

Question. And is this a personal matter, or is this something relating to any cli- 
ent, if you could tell us just from your review of it, if you know? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, I didn’t hear. 

Ms. Comstock It says “personal” on the envelope here. I was wondering if this 
relates to any business matters or if this is an entirely personal communication with 
him. 

The Witness. It does not relate to any business matters. It is a personal commu- 
nication with Mr. Middleton about Mr. Hogan. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 


Question. Mr. Hogan? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. And that is who? 

Answer. Mr. Hogan is a business person in Arkansas whom I know, have known 
over the years as a friend. And I had seen him again by chance, I believe, in the 
White House, and he had asked me about possibly some opportunities for him to 
work in Washington. He had been president of the Associate Contractors Associa- 
tion in prior years. And I told him he might want to visit with someone like Mark 
Middleton to discuss his plans further. And 1 simply wanted to be courteous to Mr. 
Hogan and foUow up, and that’s what this note is atmut to Mr. Middleton. 

Question. What is your understanding about what Mr. Middleton would be meet- 
ing with him on? 

Answer. Simply to discuss with Mr. Hogan developing thoughts he had about 
whatever endeavors and plans he had for the future. 

Question. Was this related to any Asian business? 

Answer. None whatsoever, to the best of my knowledge. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hogan being involved in any fund-raising with 
Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No, I am not. 

Mr. Taylor. Do you want to stop for a few minutes? 

[Brief recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I know we’re pressed on time here, so I’m going to try to go through 
some remaining documents that we wanted to ask you about just so we can speed 
things up as much as we can here. 

TMs is a daily phone log from Mark Middleton of April 14, 1994, EOP 44984, and 
it shows a phone call to Mr. Middleton from Joe Giroir, and then the message reads 
“4/21-22 in D.C., bringing Lippo, Entergy, North China Power Corp. Please call per 
Patty. He wants to meet with Mack.” 

Do you recall any meetings that you had at or around April, spring, 1994 with 
Joe Giroir regarding Lippo or Entergy? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton ever had any meetings with Mr. Giroir 
regarding Lippo, Entergy, or this North China Power Corporation? 

Answer. I know that — I now know that, and I may have known that at that time. 

Question. 'That Mr. Middleton met with him about these matters? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. And do you generally recall what your knowledge is about this Lippo, 
Entergy project? 

Answer. I think I knew that Mr. Giroir had requested a meeting with me, that 
I was not going to be able to see him, and I think 1 asked my office for Mr. Middle- 
ton to see him. 

Ms. Comstock, I am not at all sure that I knew what the subject matter of that 
meeting was, since I was not going to meet with him. 

Question. Do you know if anyone ever discussed the possibility of Mr. Hubbell 
doing any work on this power plant? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock I make that Deposition Exhibit Number 22. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-22 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you have any general knowledge about the North China Power Plant 
project, a joint Lippo, Enters project that I believe was signed in an August ’94 
trade mission that Secretary Brown did? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Did you ever have any involvement or knowledge about that? 

Answer. I had no involvement. 

Question. Prior to that, I mean, were you aware that that was something Sec- 
retary Brown was going to do on that trade mission in the August September ’94 
time frame? 

Answer. I believe I was aware Entergy had an interest in developing energy 

F rejects in the Asia Pacific region. I believe that this has been in the public press, 
believe I had knowledge of that. 

Question. But you were not involved in any meetings regarding any of that? 
Answer. No. I spoke to the 'Trade Mission Group before they left for China, as 
I remember it. And there were 20 or so executives, and I spoke to them before they 
left. 

Question. What did you speak with them about? 

Answer. I, just from the White House, wished them well on the trip. 

Question. Was this a meeting where they all were present? 

Answer. It was at the Commerce Deparfrnent. 

Question. And you went over there and sort of wished them well on their trip? 
Answer. Talked about the importance of international trade. 

Question. Were you aware one of the purposes of this trip was to sign memoran- 
dums of understanding or to kind of get trade deals done? 

Answer. I was aware that the purpose of the trip was to advocate the President’s 
agenda in China, including business development, but also human rights, which I 
think Secretary Brown did veiy effectively. 

Question. Okay. I show you EOP 029870. 

Mr. Taylor. Did you mark that? 

Ms. Comstock Yes, I believe we made the previous Document Deposition Exhibit 
Number 22. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, please. Can I have a copy of that? 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a letter to you from a Joe O’Brien. Can you tell us who Mr. 
O’Brien is? 

Answer. Mr. O’Brien was a bank officer in Little Rock whom I met, and I believe 
he was an officer with the TCBY, the yogurt company, at a later point in time. And 
I believe he’s an international business consultant. 

Question. Could you just tell us this, describe the context of this letter, if you 
covud. 

Answer. I know Mr. O’Brien. He wrote me this letter that he had seen Dr. Ward, 
who is president of the University of Arkansas Medical Center, and had had dinner 
with Dr. Ward and the Lippo Group and our son — let’s see, wait a minute, was in- 
vited by David Yeh to join them. And he is pviM me a report that our son seems 
to being do well in his semester abroad at the Cninese University at Hong Kong. 
Question. Do you know David Yeh? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know how your son came to be invited by Mr. Yeh of The Lippo 
Group to join this dinner? 

Answer. No. I didn’t know they had this dinner imtil I saw this memoranda. 
Question. Have you ever talked to your son about how he came to be invited for 
a Lippo Group dinner with these people? 

Answer. I don’t believe I’ve ever discussed this dinner with Mark. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. O’Brien was reporting on these meetings with 
The Lippo Group people to you? 

Answer. I think it is really a report on our son, Mark, and he has seen him. And 
as an acquaintance that I know and have known for some years, he’s writing me 
a letter saying that our son appears to be doing quite fine, which I was pleased to 
hear. 

Question. And Harry Ward? 

Answer. Harry is president of the University of Arkansas Medical School. He’s 
president of the University of Arkansas Medical School, or Medical System. I’m not 
sure the exact responsibility. 

Question. Did you ever have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell asking the Riadys to 
pay for tuition of any of his children? 
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Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of the Riadys paying tuition or expenses 
for anybody’s members? 

Answer. No. •• 

Ms. Comstock. Make that Deposition Exhibit Niunber 23. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-23 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I believe you previously discussed this meeting with the Governor of Ja- 
karta, right? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. I just wanted to 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Counsel. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I’m sorry April 23rd, 1993, letter to James Riady from you. Was this 
the time frame of the meeting that you previously had testified to? 

Answer. I believe that it is. 

Question. And do you recall how the meeting came about that Mr. Riady was in- 
cluded in that? 

Mr. Ballen, I’m sorry, I didn’t hear the last part of your question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. If you could just tell us, generally, how the meeting came about, any 
involvement vou may have had in bringing about the meeting. 

Answer. I believe there was simply a suieduling request to my office for the Gov- 
ernor of Jakarta and his sister cily relationship with Little Rock or State relation- 
ship with Arkansas to see me during his visit to the United States, which I agreed 
to no. 

Question. Were you aware of John Huang ever making a request for that visit? 

Answer. I don’t know who made the request to my office, Ms. Comstock. 

Question. Do you recall ever discussing with the President whether or not to go 
ahead with this meeting, any discussions you had with him? 

Answer. To the best of my memory, I don’t believe I discussed this meeting with 
the President. 

Question. Do you recall if, I guess, Mr. Riady did meet with the President; is that 
correct, on this occasion? 

Answer. This letter is about a meeting with me, Ms. Comstock. 

Question. Right. On his visit to the White House where this meeting that you had 
with Mr. Riady was at the White House; is that correct? 

Answer. With the Governor of Jakarta and Mr. Riady accompanying him, as I re- 
call. It was in the White House. 

Question. And you had a meeting. Who else was in that meeting that you had? 

Answer. I can’t recall who else was in the meeting. 

Mr. Ballen. Was this a substantive meeting to discuss Indonesian policy or for- 
eign policy? 

The Witness. No, it was not. 

Mr. Ballen. It was more like a meeting to greet? 

The Witness. It was a courtesy, ceremonial visit meeting to greet. That’s how I 
think I earlier described it in my testimony. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know if on this visit they also had their picture taken with the 
press? 

Answer. I do not. 

Ms. Comstock Make that Deposition Exhibit Number 24. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-24 was marked for identification.] 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a November 15th, 1993, dociunent which I think you previously 
testified to that you were at the Seattle APEC meeting in November of ’93. And this 
document indicates a breakfast and it says "Matt McLarty” and I’m assuming that 
would be you with the misspelling of your name? 

Answer. I believe that it is. 

Question. Do you recall a breakfast that you did at the Seattle APEC conference, 
or do you recall if you were involved in such an event? 



866 


Answer. I recall a breakfast. 1 don’t know whether this is the memoranda refer- 
ring to that breakfast or not. I do recall a breakfast meeting there. 

Question. And then directing your attention to where it says, I’ll refer to it as 
Mack McLarty breakfast instead of Matt. 

Answer. Thank you. 

Question. But it indicates that John Huang was present there. Do you recall John 
Huang being there? 

Answer. The breakfast that I recall in Seattle was a much larger breakfast than 
this. I recall seeing Mr. Huang in Seattle. I don’t recall seeing him at this particular 
breakfast, although I may have. 

Question. How long have you known John Huang? 

Answer. I believe I met John Huang in 1992. 

Question. Do you recall how you met him? 

Answer. I beheve I met him on the eve of the economic conference in Little Rock 
after Governor Clinton was elected. 

Question. Do you know what he was doing there? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Riady was invited as a participant in that meeting and Mr. 
Huang accompanied him. That was my impression. 

Question. V^at was your understanding of what Mr. Huang did? 

Answer. My impression was he was associated with Mr. Riady. I don’t believe I 
knew anything more about his activities than that. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Huang being a iiind-raiser in 1992? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of him being the substantial donor in 
1992? 

Answer. No, I do not and did not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about any conduit payments that Mr. 
Huang made in 1992? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge at any time of any conduit political con- 
tributions that Mr. Huang was involved in at any time from ’92 to the present? 

Answer. No. 

Question. This document also indicates that Nora and Gene Lum were at a break- 
fast. Again, does that refresh your recollection as to whether or not you had ever 
met Nora or Gene Lum? 

Answer. No, it does not. 

Question. So you don’t ever recall meeting them? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. And then do you recall Mr. Riady being at this conference in the APEC 
Seattle conference? 

Answer. I recall seeing Mr. Riady at Seattle. I don’t recall seeing him at the 
breakfast, although I may have. 

Question. And do you know Maeley Tom? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Or Maria Haley? 

Answer. I do know Maria Haley. 

Question. Do you recall her being at the conference? 

Answer. Yes, I have a recollection of her being at the APEC conference in Seattle. 

Question. Do you know how people were invited to the conference, what the proc- 
ess was? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Were you involved' in that process at all or offer any suggestions of 
names at any time in the course of planning for the conference? 

Answer. I perhaps could have offered some names for consideration. I was not di- 
rectly involved in the planning of the private sector part of the APEC conference. 
I was, in an overall sense, involved in the APEC planning with the meeting of the 
other Governors. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of who would have been involved in inviting 
these individuals listed here? 

Answer. Normally the public liaison section in the White House would have a role 
in that, and generally the Commerce Department would. 

Question. Okay. I’ll mark DNC 17299-^ — 

Answer. There may have been other suggestions from other agencies, as well. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. Thank you. — DNC 1729928 through 29 Deposition Exhibit 
Number 25. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-25 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. I’m sorry, the previous document also mentioned March Fong Eu being 
president of the event. Do you know March Fong Eu? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of March Fong Eu being a fund-raiser for 
DNC or Clinton/Gore at any time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. This is an undated memo, EOP 030679, to Mark McLarty and John Po- 
desta from Bruce Lindsey. 'I^e handwriting on the top of that again, that would be 
Patty McHugh’s; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, I believe that’s right. 

Question. And would that indicate — the “to” and “from” up there, would that indi- 
cate you would have forwarded this memo to Leon Panetta? 

Answer. It does. 

Question. And could you just generally, in reviewing this document, if you recall 
the context of this memo from Mr. Lindsey? 

Answer. As I remember, there was a group of Arkansans who had been invited 
and/or had expressed an interest in attending the APEC conference in Indonesia, 
and I believe this memo relates to that. 

Question. And that would be the conference in November of ’94? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. 'The beginning of it says that John ’Tisdale and Doug Buford were people 
Mr. Lindsey had spoke with. Do you know what John Tisdale’s and Doug Bufoiil’s 
involvement in this was? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Could you tell us who John Tisdale is? 

Answer. John is a lawyer in Little Rock. 

Question. Has he been the President’s lawyer on some occasions on any matters? 

Answer. He may have done some work for the President. I don’t think he is the 
President’s lawyer. 

Question. You would have no knowledge of him doing any legal work for the 
Lums? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And Doug Buford, could you tell us who he is? 

Answer. He’s also a lawyer in Little Rock. 

Question. Do you know some of the individuals who are Usted here as the Arkan- 
sas delegation? 

Answer. I do. 

Question. And who are Alan and Jean Sugg? 

Answer. Dr. Sugg is president of the University of Arkansas system, and Jean is 
his wife. 

Question. And Wayne and Francis Cranford? 

Answer. Mr. Cranford is the chairman of Cranford, Johnson Robertson Advertis- 
ing Agency in Little Rock. 

Question. And Mark and Libby Grobm^er? 

Answer. Mr. Grobmyer is an attorney m Little Rock. 

Question. Are you aware of some matters relating to a plutonium project that Mr. 
Grobmyer was meetiiu with people at the White House on at any time? 

Answer. It is possible that came to my attention. I don’t recall it sitting here 
today. 

Question. Do you ever recall any complaints from the NSC about Mr. Grobmyer 
trying to push something identified generally as the plutonium project? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. I’ll return to that later. I need to go through this list. 

Alice Walton of the Walton family? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And a representative of Systematics, do you know who that would have 
been? 

Answer. I don’t know who the representative was contemplated to be. 

Question. And representative of Entergy? 

Answer. I don’t know who the representative was contemplated to be. 

Question. Paul Berry? 

Answer. Paul Beny was an officer with Union National Bank in Little Rock. 

Question. Did he also do some fund-raising for Clinton/Gore or DNC? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. The memo goes on to say, “All, except Paul Berry, appear to have some 
legitimate reason for being there.” 
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Do you know what Mr. Lindsey meant by that? Did you have any discussions with 
Mr. Lindsey about that? 

Answer. I was asked to attend a couple meetings regarding the Arkansans pos- 
sibly going to APEC where Mr. Lindsey, I believe, was president at least at one of 
the meetings. I don’t know what he meant by that statement. 

Question. How many meetings were there, the Arkansas delegation to APEC? 

Answer. I believe I was asked to attend two. 

Question. And could you tell us who was at those meetings? 

Answer. I’ve already noted Mr. Lindsey. Ms. Hemreich, I believe, was present. 
Ms. Scott, I believe, was present. I believe Mr. Podesta may have attended one of 
the meetings. There may have been others. That’s the best of my memory, sitting 
here today. 

Question. What was discussed at these meetings? 

Answer. Whether or not it was a good idea for this Arkansas delegation to attend 
the APEC conference in Indonesia. 

Question. And what were the concerns expressed? 

Answer. As I remember it, whether there would be any appearance concerns, ap- 
pearance matters raised. I don’t believe other States were going to have any rep- 
resentations there. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. And how was this resolved? 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t recall how it was ultimately resolved. 

Question. Do you recall different people having different positions on that? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. And could you tell us what those were? 

Answer. As I recall, while I had some reservation about influencing people in the 

F rivate sector, on balance it was not a good idea for a gmup of Arkansans to go. 

believe Mr. Lindsey was of the same opinion, as was Mr. Podesta. I believe Ms. 
Scott was for their going, and I don’t recall Ms. Hemreich taking a position. 

Question. Do you rec^ any discussion about Mr. Hubbell being involved with this 
group also? 

Answer. I believe he was on the list. I don’t recall any discussion about him. 
Question. Was there any particular concern relating to Mr. Hubbell being with the 
delegation at this time? 

Answer. I didn’t raise any concern, and I don’t — Mr. Podesta, upon reflection, may 
have raised a concern about Mr. Hubbell going. 

Question. And do you recall what he said? 

Answer. I think it was more the appearance matter, which was in an overall 
sense as well. 

Question. And what were his concerns? 

Answer. I simply think that — what I remember was that this might raise an ap- 
pearance issue Hiat would be reported on by the press. That was basically one of 
the prime considerations. 

Question. Now, in November of 1994, this was prior to Mr. Hubbell’s guilty plea 
on December 6 of 1994, so I’m wondering what was the particular appearance prob- 
lem that Mr. Podesta raised? 

Answer. I don’t recall any other discussion other than what I’ve just related to 
you, Ms. Comstock. 

Question. Was there any type of concern that it would appear that the White 
House was tiydng to assist Mr. Hubbell in business activities? 

Answer. I don’t recall that being discussed at all. 

Question. In the middle of the second paragraph here where it indicates Doug, 
who negotiated the revised list with James Riady, asked about his status. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you recall James Riady being somebody who was putting together 
this list? 

Answer. As I remember it, I believe these people had been invited perhaps by Mr. 
Riady, or at least some of them had been; that’s my recollection. 

Question. And was he going to be paying their way to go? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I don’t know. I was not going, and I really did not mve 
a lot of focused attention to this matter, other than to express my views wnen 
asked. 

Question. Was there some concern in the discussion that Mr. Riady was paying 
for all of these people to go? 

Answer. I don’t recall mat Mr. Riady was going to pay the expenses. Perhaps that 
was mentioned. I just simply don’t remember, sitting here today. 
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Question. Okay. And then it goes on in that same paragraph, it says, “He,” mean- 
ing Doug Buford, “would clearly like to go, but will do whatever we want.” 

Do you recall them telling you about talking to Doug Buford about this? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you recall discussing this memo in particular with Mr. Lindsey? 

Answer. I don’t believe I ever had a discussion with just Mr. Lindsey by himself. 
I might have, but I don’t believe that I did. 

Question. Or actually iust on these issues in general, not just the memo, the 
issues of the Arkansas delegation going to Jakarta? 

Answer. Mr. Lindsey, I believe, was in at least one of the meetings where this 
matter was discussed. 

Question. And do you know what Mr. Lindsey meant when he wrote, “He,” mean- 
ing Doug Buford again, “believes his presence will help to,” quote, “’control’ the 
group”? 

Answer. No, I don’t know. 

Question. Was there any concerns expressed in the discussions that the group was 
going to be out of control? 

Answer. I don’t recall any discussions of that type. 

Question. Okay. So loolung back on this, you don’t know what kind of control 
issues Mr. Lindsey was concerned about or about what this group might do that was 
going to be a problem? 

Answer. It’s in quotation marks. I don’t know what Mr. Linds^ meant by that. 

Question. Are you aware of the President meeting with James Riady on this trip 
in November of 1994? 

Answer. I may have been aware that Mr. Riady had requested the President meet 
with him on this trip. 

Question. Okay. And directing your attention, the last paragraph does indicate 
that James Ria^ and his father would like to have the opportunity to visit briefly 
with President Clinton in the hotel during the visit. I’m wondering if you knew if 
that did, in fact, occur? 

Answer. I don’t know whether it did or not. 

Question. And Mr. Lindsey concludes the memo by writing, quote, “James has 
been reasonable in culling me list, and I think we should try to schedule a 15- 
minute meeting for them.” 

Do you recall discussing that with Mr. Lindsey? 

Answer. No, I do not. /^ain, Ms. Comstock, no, I do not remember that. 

Question. In reading through the memo, I mean, it appears, particularly with this 
conclusion, “I think we should try to schedule a meeting,” and then, “James has 
been reasonable in culling the list,” Mr. Lindsey seemed to be proposing that this 
meetings do go forwjird. 

Do you recall Mr. Lindsey proposing that these meetings do take — ^that they 
should take place? 

Mr. Taylor. The meeting between the President and the Riadys? 

Ms. Comstock. Well, it also says, “James has been reasonable in culling the list.” 
It seems to suggest that this list may have — ^Mr. Lindsey may have thought it was 
reasonable. 

Mr. Taylor. With all due respect, that’s argument and not question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. No, but I’m just asking you in reviewing that if that helps you refresh 
your recollection on Mr. Lindsey’s position on whether or not any of mese meetings 
should go forward, whether the delegation should go, whether the President should 
meet with the Riadys. 

Mr. Ballen. Well, there are two separate questions. 

Mr. Taylor. Three, by my count. 

Mr. Ballen. I think he has testified as to most of them. 

The Witness. Ms. Comstock, I stand by my testimony. My best memory is that 
Mr. Lindsey suggested that the Arkansas group should not go. I don’t recall any dis- 
cussion with Mr. Lindsey about whether or not the President should meet with Mr. 
Riady and his father. I just simply don’t recall that. That’s two of the three. I don’t 
remember what the third was. 

Ms. Comstock I think that will do. 

I’ll make that Deposition Exhibit Number 26. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-26 was marked for identification.] 
examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall if you discussed this trip at all with Leon Panetta? 
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Answer. I don’t remember raising it with Mr. Panetta. I may have, but I don’t 
remember raising it with him. 

Question. Do you recall generally what his position was or learning of his position 
on this trip? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. And it says “Marsha” on the bottom. Just to make clear, that’s yoiu- 
handwriting on the bottom of the document? 

Answer. It is. 

Question. And does that read “Leon” first? 

Answer. It does. 

Question. And then what are the other names there? 

Answer. John Angel, who worked on Mr. Panetta’s staff; “Marsha," I believe refers 
to Marsha Scott; and “SR” is Skip Rutherford. 

Question. Okay. And do you know if you discussed this with Skip Rutherford? 

Answer. I don’t recall discussing it with Skip, but I may have. 

Question. Do you recall his position on the delegation whether they should go or 
not? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you recall if anybody had approached him to sort of lobby him on 
them being allowed to be involve, the Arkansas delegation? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. This is an Au^st 2nd, 1996 letter to Mr. Riady irom you. 

Previously you had said that you thought you saw Mr. Riady at an APEC busi- 
ness meeting. Was this the time frame or the context of that APEC business meet- 
ing? Directing your attention to the second paragraph, it’s mentioned. 

Answer. It appears to be, but I just don’t remember the specific date or the time 
frame of the APEC business meeting. 

Question. Your letter says, to Mr. Riady, it says, “You have keen insights in the 
business matters, both in your region and from a global standpoint, and thus your 
comments were particularly meaningful to me.” 

Do you recall what he discussed with you? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Okay. Could you teU us about that? 

Answer. As I remember, I had a brief exchange with Mr. Riady and John Huang 
after the President spoke at Mr. Bryant’s reception here in Washington. 'The — and 
I believe Mr. Riady, as I remember it, complimented me on my presentation, and 
I am thanking him for his kind words. 

Question. But in particular, had he made comments about Asian business matters 
that caused you to make the observation in the second sentence? 

Answer. Well, my remarks were to the Asia^acific business group, and as I re- 
member it, Ms. Comstock, his compliments or kind words were am)ut that I had pre- 
sented my views in the correct way, or in an understandable way. I don’t recall 
what language he used. 

Question. Do you have an understanding of Mr. Riady being involved in any fund- 
raising in 1996? 

Answer. I was aware he was supportive of the President and may have been 
aware he was supportive — I don’t recall knowing that or certainly not knowing the 
extent of his participation, but I knew he was generally supportive of the President, 
and that could well include financial support. 

Question. You don’t have any knowledge beyond that general impression? 

Answer. I think that was my knowledge. 

Question. Do you have an understanmng of where Mr. Riady was living, whether 
he was living in Indonesia or the United States at this time in 1996? 

Answer. No, I did not know. 

Ms. Comstock. I’ll make this Deposition Exhibit Number 27. 

[McLarfy Deposition Exhibit No. TM-27 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a September 6, 1996 memo to Mack McLarty from Mark Middle- 
ton, marked CC-H-000157. It’s regarding a Monday meeting and the date is ^ptem- 
ber 6th, 1996. 

Do you recall receiving this memo from Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. Could you teU us what this is about? 

Answer. As I remember, Mr. Middleton called me and related that Mr. Riady and 
the President had had a visit at some earlier meeting that I was not in attendance, 
and they did not complete their conversation, according to Mr. Middleton, and that 
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the President had asked Mr. Riady to arrange an appointment with him to finish 
their conversation. And Mr. Middleton is asking me to follow up on the President’s 
revest, making me aware of the President’s request. 

Question. Do you know how Mark Middleton knew of the President’s request? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. So it was Mark Middleton that informed you of the President’s request, 
not the President? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Did the President ever mention anything to you about this previous 
meeting? 

Answer. I don’t believe that he did. 

Question. And what was your understanding of what the conversation had been 
between Mr. Riady and the President? 

Answer. Mr. Middleton said he did not know. 

Question. And would the time frame have been fairly recent prior to this Septem- 
ber 6, ’96 date? 

Answer. 1 believe that is correct. 

Question. Did he say where the conversation had occurred? 

Answer. I don’t know that he named a place in our conversation. He may have, 
but I don’t remember that. 

Question. He mentioned Mr. Riady attended a dinner on July 30th, 1996 at a 
hotel close to the White House. Do you recall if it was in a dinner context, a small 
dinner or anvthing like that? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I’ve already answered that question. I don’t recall whether 
he mentioned where Mr. Riady and the President had visited. I just simply don’t 
remember whether he mentioned that or not. 

Question. So you don’t know if it was at the White House or outside or anything 
that specific? 

Answer. I do not know. 

Question. So did Mr. Middleton call you somewhere contemporaneously with this 
September 6, 1996 memo? 

Answer. I’m aorxy. Repeat the question. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton call you sometime fairly close to the time of this 
memo? 

Answer. I’m not certain when he called me, Ms. Comstock. I just simply don’t 
know. 

Question. And then did you, in fact, then get together with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. And why didn’t that occur? 

Answer. The request, as I thought I conveyed to you, was for Mr. Riady and the 
President to meet and complete their conversation. 

Question. Okay. I’m sorry. Did that meeting with the President occur? 

Answer. It did. 

Q^stion. Okay. And did you set that up? I’m sorry to garble this record. 

’The request had been that you — the request as relayed by Mr. Middleton was ask- 
ing you to set up a meeting with Mr. Riady so Mr. Riady and the President could 
complete the conversation of unknown topic; is that correct? 

Answer. I believe that’s correct. What I remember, and 1 think I have testified 
to, is Mr. Middleton called me, as I’ve already told you, and asked me to assist in 
arranging an appointment for Mr. Riady that the President had requested after, as 
I understood it, Mr. Riady and the Pr^ident had seen each other at some earlier 
occasion. I believe I told Mr. Middleton that I would make Nancy Hernreich, the 
I*resident’s personal secrete^, aware of this request, and I believe I advised Mr. 
Middleton to call Ms. Hernreich directly. 

Question. So do you know then what happened with — did you call Ms. Hernreich, 
or you told Mr. Middleton to call her? 

Answer. I told Mr. Middleton, Ms. Comstock, as I have just testified, that I would 
make Ms. Hernreich available — make Ms. Hernreich aware of Mr. Middleton’s 
phone call to me and this request, and that Mr. Middleton should call Ms. Hernreich 
directly. 

Question. Okay. And then did you make Ms. Hernreich aware? 

Answer. I did. 


Question. And what did you tell her? 

Answer. I told her that Mr. Middleton may be calling her about an appointment 
for James Riady; that, as I imderstood it, the President had requested to see Mr. 
Riady to coi]^lete a conversation they had had at some earlier point in time. 
Question. Did Ms. Hernreich comment on that to you at all? 

Answer. I don’t recall that she did. 
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Question. And then could you just walk us through whatever else you know about 
this meeting? 

Answer. The meeting did take place, but I did not learn of it until sometime after 
it took place. 

Question. Okay. And when was that that you learned that it took place? 

Answer. I don’t recall when I learned that it had taken place. It was sometime 
after the meeting. 

Question. And how did you learn of that? 

Answer. I don’t recall with certainty how I learned of it. 

Question. Can you tell us anything else about the meeting that you know about 
it? 

Answer. I was not at the meeting, and I’ve told you all I know about it. 

Question. Do you know anybody else who was at the meeting? 

Answer. I’m not sure who was at the meeting, Ms. Comstock, so I don’t think I 
should speculate on who was there. 

Question. Do you know if the meeting occurred at the White House? 

Answer. I beheve it was my understanding that it did. 

Question. Do you know how you received memo from Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Did he have a practice of faxing things over to you? 

Answer. I think oh occasion he did fax things. 

Question. And would you keep his requests, or how did you 

Answer. I would handle them in the normal course of business, my secretary. 

Question. And do you know how those would be kept after you received them? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. The meeting doesn’t say who we are talking about here. It refers to the 
meeting participant. Do you know why there was any secrecy about who the meet- 
ing participant was in this case? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object. You’re assuming that there was any secrecy, and 
the witness hasn’t testified that there was. 

Mr. Taylor. And 111 sustain his objection. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I’m wondering why — ^you have indicated that the meeting participant 
was Mr. Riady; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s as I recall Mr. Middleton telling me in our telephone conversation. 

Question. I was wondering if you know, you know, if when Mr. Middleton wrote 
memos to you about Mr. Riady, would he try and not put his name in the memo, 
or was there any concern about having Mr. Riad/s name in a memo to you? 

Answer. I’m not aware of any concern, and I don’t know why Mr. Middleton word- 
ed a memorandum like this. 

Question. When you got the memo, would you have known who he was talking 
about when he said, the meeting participant staying at the Four Seasons? Were you 
able to look at it and say, I know who that is? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Middleton had already talked to me by telephone by the 
time I received this, so I think I would have known who he was referring to. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about any meeting that the President had 
wiiii Mr. Riady in a limousine where he picked him up and was in a limousine talk- 
ing with Mr. Riady in this time frame? 

Answer. It could have been. I just don’t remember the place and location where 
the President and Mr. Riady met, and I was not there, so I just don’t remember 
that level of detail. 

Question. And then to this date you have no knowledge about what the meeting 
the President had with Mr. Riady was about? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Mr. Middleton never learned of it and told you or anything like that? 

Answer. I believe Mr. Middleton may have told me the meeting took place, but 
he did not talk about the subject matter, nor did I ask. 

Ms. Comstock We will make that Deposition Exhibit Number 28. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. 'rM-28 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Ballen. I am going to note for the record at this point I believe we have 
agreed on an approximately 2 o’clock termination for this deposition, and it’s been 
running about 5-1/2 hours approximately with some breaks for Majority questioning, 
and Minority has approximately 5 minutes of questions that we would like to ask. 
So this may be an appropriate time to do so. 

Ms. Comstock We during the break had precluded a lot of the — aU of the infor- 
mation about Mr. Tamraz, and I am fairly close to finishing up here, maybe about 
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15 minutes. Could we have a little leeway on that and jiist try and finish up that? 
If we get out of here — I know I can guarantee 2:30, but if we can go about 15, 20 
minutes? 

Mr. Kanjobski. That’s 35 minutes. 

Mr. Ballen. The Minority does have some questions. 

Ms. Comstock. Could I go about 15 minutes then and 

Mr. Kanjorski. Could I suggest we get the Minority’s 5 minutes in? 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. Why don’t we do that 

Mr. Kanjorski. If we could allow the time for the Minority. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. Why don’t we do that 5 minutes, and then if you could give 
me a few more, I would appreciate it. 

EXAMINATION BY MK BALLEN: 

Question. Mr. McLarty, 1 would like to take this opportunity, and I know I’m 
joined by Representative Kanjorski, in thanking you for being here, for generously 
taking your time this morning and this afternoon. We have been going for close to 
5-1/2 hours now. You have a distinguished record in the private sector and an even 
more distinguished record in public service over the last 4 years, and your time here 
has been generous. Your answers have been forthcoming. 

What’s often not reflected in the cold record is the effort one makes to recall de- 
tails of conversations. You had very important positions in the administration, and 
I want the record — and I think everyone here in this deposition would note your 
dedication and effort in answering every question as fully and fairly as you possibly 
can. 

I have a few questions to follow up and then some other questions. 

Did the President or the First Lady, sir, ever ask you to provide any assistance 
to Webster HubbeU? 

Answer. No, they did not. 

Question. Let me return, if I may, to Exhibit 3, sir. If you could take my copy 
of it. Do you have it before you? 

Answer. 1 do. 

Question. I believe this was your testimony, and please correct me if I am mis- 
taken, but isn’t it the case, sir, that you don’t recall whether the various notations 
on this page came from one person, more than one person, or simply reflect your 
own thinking? 

Answer. 'ITiat is my testimony. 

Question. In 1994-- — 

Ms. Comstock That you don’t know which of those it is? 

The Witness. That’s right. I think I’ve suggested it could be any, all or none of 
the three. 


examination by MR. BALLEN: 

Question. In 1994, you had no personal knowledge, did you, that Mickey Kantor, 
in fact, attempted to get employment for Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. That is correct. To the best of my memory and knowledge, I did not know 
that. 

Question. You never asked Mr. Kantor to find Mr. HubbeU employment, did you? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. And I beUeve you testified that you never asked Mr. Rapport to help 
Mr. HubbeU; is that correct? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. And you have no specific recoUection of Mr. Rapport ever teUing you he 
was helping or planned to help Mr. HubbeU; is that correct? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. Sir, when you spoke to Truman Arnold about Mr. HubbeU, you were dis- 
cussing employment possibilities for Mr. HubbeU, not possibiUties of anyone making 
a charitable contribution; would that be a fair statement? 

Answer. That is a fair statement. 

Question. You were not suggesting to Mr. Arnold, were you, that he or anyone else 
give money to Mr. HubbeU with no expectation of providing any services in return 
for that money? 

Answer. That is absolutely correct. 

Question. In fact, I beUeve you testified that Mr. Arnold asked you for a resume 
or a bio from Mr. HubbeU so that he could determine whether Mr. HubbeU might — 
was qualified to provide any services to him or his companies? 

Answer. That is correct. I testified about that earlier. 
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Question. Turning to the March 13th meeting at the White House that you testi- 
fied to, was there any connection whatsoever between Mr. HubbelTs possible res- 
ignation and the Whitewater investigation, sir? 

Answer. None whatsoever. 

Question. And your help for Mr. Hubbell had nothing to do with Whitewater or 
anything that Mr. Hubbell might know about Whitewater; is that correct? 

Answer. Absolutely, that is correct. 

Question. Now, with respect to your March 1994 conversation with Marsha Scott 
which you testified to earlier, Marsha Scott never specifically suggested that you 
help Mr. Hubbell find job opportunities, did she? 

Answer. I don’t recall Ms. Scott and I ever talking about employment opportuni- 
ties for Mr. Hubbell. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me for one moment. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. I have a few questions that Mr. Condit, a Member of our committee, 
wanted to make sure we asked. 

Have you been asked by any other official investigative body to testify or provide 
evidence on any of the matters being investigated by this committee? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. And who would that be, sir? Which bodies? 

Answer. The 

Question. It m^ht be a long Ust. 

Answer. The Senate, the Justice Department, and the Special Counsel’s Office, 
Special Prosecutor’s Office. 

Question. And have you provided documents or searched for documents in regard 
to those areas? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Question. Would it be fair to say that the request for information overlapped with 
the request from this committee? 

Answer. That would be fair to say. 

Question. And that documents, information and testimony provided to this com- 
mittee have been previously provided other investigative bodies? 

Answer. They have been. 

Question. Do you have any requests in the future to provide evidence or testimony 
in regards to these matters? 

Answer. I believe we have outstanding requests. 

Question. Can you estimate, and I realize this is a difficult question, but can you 
estimate how much of your time has been diverted from your official duties in re- 
sponding to requests for interviews, testimony, documents and information through 
various congressional and other investigative organizations? 

Answer, f would like to say too much. A great deal. 

Question. When you say a great deal, is this a matter of hours, days, weeks? Is 
there any way to estimate? I iSiow it’s hard to come up with a round number. 

Answer. Many, many hours. 

Question. Have you taken much time from your official duties to respond, sir? 

Answer. I have. 

Question. Have you incurred any expenses in this regard? 

Answer. Substantial. 

Question. Can you estimate the nature of the expenses? 

Answer. May I confer with my attorney? 

Mr. Taylor. I’m sorry. What’s the question? 

Mr. Ballen. I’U repeat the question. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Can you estimate the nature of the expenses that you have incurred in 
regard to the various investigations? 

Mr. Taylor. I appreciate the concern. I’m sure he does. I do not think that’s a 
matter which he would like to put on public record. His legal fees have been an 
enormous burden, and I’m not tiuking about just tens of thousands of dollars. 

Mr. Ballen. I think that’s fair. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Has this committee offered to reimburse you for your time and expenses 
incurred? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. Would you seek reimbursement from the committee on expenses? 
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Answer. I would ask my attorneys to evaluate any appropriate seeking of reim- 
bursement. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you, sir. Again, thank you very much for your time. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I would just ask, this is not as closely relevant. The point was 
made earlier by the examination of the Majority counsel the fact that Mr. Hubbell 
received somewhere around $500,000 in that hiatus period from leaving the Justice 
Department. Are you aware of the fact that he was named one of the best scholars 
in America for 4 years prior to being named second in command of the Justice De- 
partment, and that he had honorably served as Chief Justice of the highest court 
of Arkansas? 

The Witness. I was aware that Mr. Hubbell had served on the Supreme Court 
and had a very fine reputation as a lawyer in Arkansas. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And you probably, from yoiu' exposure in Washington, D.C. in the 
last 4-1/2 years, would not find it unusual for a senior partner of a major law firm 
with this type of a background to receive his fees or remuneration far in excess of 
a half million dollars a year; that would not be unusual? 

The Witness. That was my experience in the private sector, as well as here. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Ballen. May I just have one more moment? 

[Pause in proceedings.] 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you very much, sir. I think I kept it within a short period 
of time of 5 to 10 minutes. 

Ms. Comstock I just have a few more questions. 

Mr. Taylor. Let me simply say that at 2:25 we are leaving. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Can I inteiject and say 2:15? We all have — some of our schedules 
are really — why don’t you really close it up. We are going to have another period 
of examination. 

Ms. Comstock I think we will be finished quickly. 

Mr. Taylor. She will be finished with a capital F at 2:25. 

Ms. Comstock But I will try to meet yours. Congressman. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I just wanted to show you some phone records which I believe you pro- 
vided to the committee which reflect some phone calls to a Los Angeles number of 
625-1888, which I believe is the LippoBank. 

Can you tell us what those calls are regarding? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I’m sorry, the bill is for January of 1994, so the calls are — December 
of 1993, on 12-23, 12-27. Ill let you tell us what they are. 

Answer. I believe I can tell you what they are. 

Question. Okay. Could you do that? 

Answer. I believe they have to do with our son, who is a junior at Georgetown, 
going to the Chinese university in Hong Kong, and after discussing that with my 
wife, I called John Huang, who was the only person I knew from Hong Kong, or 
seemed to be a logical person to call, and told him Mark was going to be spending 
a semester there and really asked for any advice or counsel he might have about 
safety matters, security matters, hospitals, things of that nature. 

Question. And what did he tell you? 

Answer. He was quite courteous and helpful, and said he thought our son would 
have a fine experience there. He was quite positive about his attending school in 
Hong Kong. 

Question. And prior to this time, had you had many contacts with John Huang? 

Answer. I had met Mr. Huang on two or three occasions prior to this. 

Question. And if you could just briefly tell us what those occasions were. Were 
they events at the White House? 

Mr. Ballen. Well, he has already told you about the summit. 

Ms. Comstock Yes. 

The Witness. I recall meeting him in Little Rock at the economic conference, 
which I’ve already testified to, and I believe Mr. Huang accompanied the Governor 
of Jakarta, I think he was at that meeting as well, and I may have seen him on 
one or two other occasions during my time in Washington in 1993. 

Question. And were you aware of him seeking a job in the administration at this 
time in December of 1993? 

Answer. I don’t remember that I was. It’s possible, Ms. Comstock, that I was, but 
I don’t — sitting here today I don’t recall that I was. 

Question. Were you ever involved in any discussions about the hiring of Mr. 
Huang? 
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Answer. No, I do not believe that I was. 

Question. Do you know anything about how Mr. Huang came to be hired at the 
Commerce Department? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe I knew anrthing about that matter. 

Question. And again, when Mr. Huang left his Commerce Department job and 
went to the DNC, do you have any knowledge about those discussions about Mr. 
Huang leaving and going to the DNC? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. So this September 13th, 1995 meeting that’s been reported on that the 
President was at and Mr. Giaroir, Mr. Riady, Mr. Huang and Mr. Lindsey, you have 
no knowledge about the discussions in those meetings? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Ms. Comstock. I would like to make these phone records — I will not make these 
phone records part of the record, since it has yoair phone number in it. I will just 
say for the record these are phone records of Mr. McLarty that have been provided 
in a personal production, and the LippoBank niunber on here, which I’ll put that 
in the record, is (213) 625-1888, and Mr. McLarty has indicated that that was a 
number that he called to reach Mr. John Huang. We will not make that an exhibit. 

BXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. If you can give us a brief narrative, there have been reports on 
meetings had with Mark Jimenez. Could you just briefly discuss with us how you 
came to meet with Mr. Jimenez? 

Mr. Ballen. If, in fact, you did. 

The Witness. I did meet with Mr. Jimenez. I believe the first time I met him 
was in September of 1995. Mr. Middleton had requested a courtesy visit by Mr. Ji- 
menez and had related to me that he had been a strong supporter with the Summit 
of the Americas, which the President had asked me to coordinate in 1994 in Miami, 
Florida, a meeting of the democratically-elected heads of state from this hemisphere. 
I may have met Mr. Jimenez during the summit; I don’t recall that I did. 

Mr. Middleton also said Mr. Jimenez was a successful businessperson with active 
interest in Latin America, which was increasingly my responsibility, and I had a 
reg;ular practice of meeting with businesspeople both from the United States and 
from Latin America, Canada and the Caribbean as part of my responsibility in fol- 
lowing up at the summit. So I had a courtesy visit, I believe, with him in September 
of 1995. 

Question. Did you have any contact with the NSC at that time in meeting Mr. 
Jimenez? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. And did there come a time when you met with Mr. Jimenez again? 

Answer. There did. 

Question. And would that be in February of 1996? 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I don’t believe I met Mr. Jimenez in February of 1996. 
I believe the meeting was somewhat later. 

Question. And what do you recall about that second meeting? 

Answer. I recall that I had a request to meet with Mr. Jimenez and Dr. Mersan, 
who was known as the top economic advisor to President Wasmosy in Paraguay, not 
a formal member of the government, but a consultant to President Wasmosy, who 
was very much in favor of open markets, which was consistent with our policy and 
consistent with some of the Summit of the Americas agenda. I believe my schedule, 
however, precluded my meeting with Mr. Jimenez and Dr. Mersan in February, and 
1 did not meet with them. 

Question. So the February meetings that are reflected did not occur then? 

Answer. I believe that’s the case. I do not believe I ever met Dr. Mersan. 

Question. Did there come a time then when you did meet with Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what occurred at that meeting? 

Answer. I believe there was a follow-up request, since we did not have that sched- 
uled meeting. I believe at that point I was aware that Mr. Jimenez had an active 
business interest throughout Latin America and had a particular interest in Para- 
guay, which had its first democracy literally in the history of the country, and we, 
of course — again, that was part of the Summit of the Americas agenda to confirm 
and support democracies. 

Part of my responsibility in following up on the summit, I did agree to meet with 
Mr. Jimenez. I think it was suggested with some emphasis on Paraguay, which I 
thought was important, given it was a small country and many times did not get 
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much attention from ovir government, and I thought it was important that we do 
so. 

We did meet. I don’t receill the exact date of the meeting. As I remember it, Ms. 
Comstock, Mr. Jimenez did raise points about the fragility of the Paraguayan de- 
mocracy, the newness of it. I believe he raised the certification issue; I believe we 
had decertified Paraguay of the certification process on March 1, and 1 believe his 
view was that was a negative from President Wasmosy’s standpoint in trying to de- 
velop democratic institutions in Paraguay, and I believe then he mentioned or noted 
his concern about a possible instability in Paraguay. 

At that point the conversation, in my mind, was different than I had anticipated 
with very serious issues, potential issues being raised, and I told Mr. Jimenez I ap- 
preciated his input, but I felt the proper people should be involved in any discus- 
sions of this type, and while I had involvement in the hemisphere, we were now 
getting into issues that were not my direct responsibility, and we appreciated his 
input, and we would try to arrange such meetings as necessary. 

Question. Were you aware that Mr. Jimenez was a donor to the DNC? 

Answer. Yes, I believe I was aware he was a supporter by this time. 

Question. And had you been aware that he had been — ^the previous meeting when 
he tried to meet with you, he was there for a coffee event? 

Answer. I don’t thi^ I knew he was there for a coffee event. I think I was aware 
he had requested a meeting, or Dr. Mersan had requested a meeting, with me, and 
Mr. Jimenez was going to be with him. 

Question. Did you have any understanding that these were chents of Mark Mid- 
dleton, or Mr. Middleton had an affiliation with them? 

Answer. I knew Mr. Jimenez and Mr. Middleton knew each other and knew each 
other in a favorable way. I, frankly, did not know whether Mr. Jimenez and his com- 
pany were clients of Mr. Middleton’s or not 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Middleton attended this meeting that you had ulti- 
mately with Mr. Jimenez? 

Answer. I don’t believe Mr. Middleton was present at that meeting, Ms. Comstock. 
He may have been, but I do not believe that he was. 

Question. This is two pages. This is regarding Mr. Grobmyer. We had just pre- 
viously discussed a little bit about Mr. Grobmyer’s 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Could we have a copy of this for Mr. Kanjorski as well? 

Ms. Comstock. Actually, you have my fiill copy. I don’t even have a full copy my- 
self, but you guys keep that one. 

Mr. Ballen. Well get it when we get back. 

Since we don’t have any — since we do not get the exhibits in advance of the depo- 
sition, the Minority would like an opportunity to review them. 

Ms. Comstock. But these are all documents that you all have. 

Mr. Ballen. Well, they may be documents we have, I don’t know 

Mr. Taylor. I thought we had distinguished them from another half a million pa- 
pers. 

Mr. Ballen. That’s right. That’s the point I was going to make. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I was just wondering, we had just briefly discussed before Mr. 
Grobmyer’s plutonium project he was working on. I was just wondering if this re- 
freshes your recollection at all about any activities that Mr. Grobmyer was involved 
in in trying to meet with the NSC on? 

Answer. No, I don’t recsiU any requests by Mr. Grobmyer to meet with the NSC 
on this matter. I don’t recall any requests on his part. 

Question. Were you aware of anything having to do with a plutonium project that 
Mr. Grobmyer was working on in Arkansas trying to make casks or things that 
were going to be utilized in this project in Arkansas? 

Answer. I don’t remember it, Ms. Comstock, sitting here today. From time to time 
Mr. Grobmyer did send me information, and I normally would just try to facilitate 
it to the proper department for handling. 

Mr. Ballen. I would note for the record this has been asked and answered, and 
there is nothing in these e-mails that is to this witness, no indication that he re- 
ceived these. 

Ms. Comstock No, I think that’s clear from the record. Well, it’s clear from the 
e-mail, and we will make that an exhibit. We will make this Exhibit Number 29. 

[McLarty Deposition Exhibit No. TM-29 was marked for identification.] 



878 


Ms. Comstock. Thank you very much, Mr. McLarty. I appreciate your time today. 
Mr. Taylor. No further questions? 

Mr. Ballen. No further questions. 

[Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the deposition concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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March 30, 1994 ^77f 


The Honorable Thomas F. HcLarty 
Chief of Staff to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mack: 


At your request, I am enclosing my bio. As we discussed on 
the phone, I will be leaving Justice on Friday, April 8. If I 
can provide any further information, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 



Webster L. Hubbell 


Enclosure 
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WEBSTER L. HUBBELL 


Biographical Information 


Webb Hubbell was appointed Associate Attorney General by 
President Clinton. Within the United States Department of 
Justice, he oversees the work of the Civil, Civil Rights, Anti- 
trust, Tax, and Environment and Natural Resources Divisions. He 
also has oversight responsibility for the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, the Executive Office For Immigration 
Review, the Office of Legal Counsel, Office of Legislative 
Affairs, Office of Information and Privacy, the Community 
Relations Service, the Executive Office For United States 
Trustees, and the Foreign Claims Settlement Commission. 

Honored as one of the Best Lawyers in America for the past 
four years, Mr. Hubbell was a managing partner in the Rose Law 
Firm of Little Rock which he joined in 1973. He interrupted his 
tenure at the Rose Law firm in 1984 to serve as Chief Justice of 
the Arkansas Supreme Court. 

In addition to his professional accomplishments, Mr. Hubbell 
has extensive public service experience. He served as Mayor of 
Little Rock from 1979-81; on the City Board of Directors from 
1978-84 and in a number of other civic positions over the years. 
He has been active in the Arkansas Bar Association, in the House 
of Delegates from 1976-79, and on the Executive Committee from 
1978-80. Mr. Hubbell has also served on a number of boards and 
commissions including: Visiting Nurses Association of Pulaski 
County Board of Directors (1976-84), President (1978-82); 
Arkansas Art Center, Board of Directors (1985-91), Treasurer 
(1980); Little Rock Downtown Partnership, Board of Directors 
(1984-1992) ; University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, National 
Development Counsel (1986-1992); University of Arkansas Medical 
Sciences Foundation; and Little Rock Boys Club, Board of 
Directors (1988-1992). 

Mr. Hubbell was an excellent student and athlete as a young 
man. Drafted by the Chicago Bears — an offer he passed up to 
pursue a law degree. He graduated with honors from the 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville in 1973. Mr. Hubbell 
received a B.S. in Electrical Engineering from the University of 
Arkansas at Fayetteville in 1970. 

Mr. Hubbell is married to Suzanna Ward and the couple have 
four children, Walter, Rebecca, Caroline, and Kelley. 
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DIARY AND WORK RECORD 
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Puhu^nt to our conve/safipn ^earlief in the wc eitfl' have given considerable thought 
to howrwe~CDUjtt^ettcr servicT'ourTupponSi Most of these benefits require no 
money and marginal effort, but do necessitate a customer /supporter service 
mindset Moreover, identifying the proper supporters and creating an 
unobstructed, or at least receptive, avenue for those who can best identify 
forgotten friends is critical to this effort 


Obviously, not every Clinton supporter can be invited to a White House dinner, but 
every major donor and significant early player must be given priority. Having 
strong familiarity with the donor community, and in light of our future needs, 1 
would suggest that reach all the way back to the $20,000 contribution leveL This 
benchmark captures most of the major players without touching the Business 
Leadership Forum membership ($15,000) since they are involved largely for 
corporate reasons. 1 am presently attempting to identify DNC trustees ($1(X),0(X)) 
who have fallen between the cracks and there are several Upon completion of this 
process we should invite these individuals to the White House for a small dinner 
with the President Immediate prioritymust be given to these persons. 


In addition to the big money crowd, there are a number of other important groups 
that need serious attentioa As such, 1 would suggest that a series of White House 
receptions be scheduled on an aaaual basis for the following groups: . . 


1.) Earlyand Substantial Clinton Supporters -Comprised of individuals who gave 
at least $500.00 to the Clinton campaign early in the election effort The number 
of persons in this group, obviously, depends on what one considers ‘early.* For 
purposes of thought, I enclose the following data: 


August 1991 • 

5 

February 1992- 

1078 

September 1991 

- 85 

March 1992- 

932 

October 1991 - 

232 

Apri! 1992 - 

1103 

November 1991 

- 153 

May 1992- 

1231 

December 1991 

- 937 

June 1992- 

845 

January 1992 - 

681 

July 1992- 

509 


It is my feeling that we should draw the line at March, . which would place us at 
4,073 individuals. But, please note this number will be significantly smaller after 
deleting those individuals who have previously attended a White House event and 
after the spring event scheduled for Arkansas friends. 
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2. ) Clinton/GorePresidentialPlannineFoundation -Comprised of individuals who 
contributed the maximum of $3,000.00 to the transition effort This group of 250 
individuals was promised a White House reception for their efforts, but it has never 
occurred. - 

3. ) Business Leadership Fonim -Comprised of individuals who have contributed 
$10,00000 or corporations who have contributed $13,00000 to the DNC on an 
annual basis. The present membership of this group is 620 persons. 

4. ) National Finance Council -Comnrised of individuals and corporations who 

have contributed $5,00000 to the DNC on an annual basis. The present 
membership is 400 persons. 

Besides White House dinners and receptions, Saturday radio addresses should also 
be utilized to take care of our political and financial supporters. As it is presently 
set up, the communications operation basically makes these decisions.. I would 
recommend that this function be shifted to the White House Social Office so that a 
systematic operation exists for taking care of supporters. At a bare minimum, a 
couple of seats should be set aside for financial supporters every week. 

Air Force One may be the most, coveted asset we have for rewarding our friends. 
Personally, vrith a few exceptions, 1 don’t think there should ever be an empty seat 
on board the aircraft. This is a major perk and should be provided selectively, but 
none-the-less, fully utilized. 

In a related regard, we should take full advantage of airport landings and 
departures. Presently, our policy is to only allow elected officials to be in the 
official greeting line 1 am uncertain of the rationale for this decision, but we could 
certainly use the opportunity to make our supporters happy. These people should 
be invited well in advance of our arrival or departure, not as we fly into the air 
base. 

An additional suggestion for taking care of friends is to set aside one night per 
week for use of the President's box at the Kennedy Center. I would suggest 
inviting a delegation of supporters from key states to join a White House offidaL 
Cabinet and agency offidals would likely be pleased to be induded in this manner 
as well, and supporters would be honored to spend time with them. 

We should also establish a system for notifying key supporters of Cabinet 
Secretary visits and then include them in the officials activities. In fact, a spedfic 
meeting or reception should occur, whenever possible, during these stops. 
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As you can see, we have numerous opportunities to maintain personal contaa with 
our most important supporters. The central problem is that there is no established 
system (Le. no comprehensive list) for taking care of these people Additionally, 
White House employees, who have complete discretion to made these decisions, 
often don't know many of the President’s earliest and most generous friends In 
fact, those persons best able to make these decisions are routinely disregarded and 
their input questioned 

In order to properly redress the aforementioned issues, 1 would ask to consider the 
following: 


Authorize me t^ut together a comprehensive list of early and substantial 
contruSBtaSF — ^ 



Establish a formal system, largely based on level of support, for taking care 
of the affdrehiedtluueU individuals. (e.g Every $100,000.00 contributor is 
invited to a small dinner; every Ss,000t00/$10,00(x00 contributor is 
included in a reception) 


Issu 



ey 


friends is a priority. 


White House officials that taking care of these 


Allow Administration officials who have personal relationships with these 
supporters to be present when the guest arrives for the designated event 


Maintain an acc^ible 
to these individuals. 


^hat accurately details the benefits provided 


Let's discuss. 
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ArkaAtM Finance Committee 


Senator Ben Alien 
Attorne y at Law 
Phone; 


Home; IS Tam-O-Shanter Drive 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72212 


Mrs. Kay Kelley Arnold 
Arkansas Power t Light Company- 
Post Office Box 531 
Little Ro ck, Arka nsas 72203 
Phone; 

Fax; 




L^</r 


Home; 3901 Cedar Hill Road, #5 
UttleRock, AR 72202 


Mr. Truman Arnold 
The Truman Arnold Companies 
Post Office Box 1481 
Texarkana , Tex as 75504 
Phone; 

Fax: 


Heme: Use same as above 


Mr. Joe Bell 

Friday Eldredge A Clark 
2000 First Commercial Bulding 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Phone; 

Fax; 


Home; 3201 Stonewall Road 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72207 


i EXHIBIT 
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Mr. Jim BUir 
Tyson Foods, live 
Post Office Box 2020 
Springdale, Arkansas 72765-2020 
Phone; ^ 

Fax: I 

Home: Not available 


Mr. Bill Bowen 
Healthsource Arkansas 
650 S. Shackleford, Suite 440 
Little Rot k, Ar kansas 72211 
Phone; i 
Fax; I 


Home: 2200 N. Beechwood 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72207 


Mr. Curt Bradbury 
VVorthen Banking Corporation 
Post Office Box 1681 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203 
Phone: ( 

Fax; 


Home: 36 Pinehurst 

, Little Rock, Arkansas 72212 


Senator Jay Bradford 
Post Office Box 8367 
Pine Blv tff, Arkan sas 71611 

Phonejtt|^Hpi^ 

Fax: 


Home; #31 Longmeadow 

Pine Bluff, Arkansas ^603 


EOP 04Z879 



898 


Mr. Doug Buford 
Wright Lindsey & Jennings 
2200 Worthen Banlc Bulling 
Little Rocl^^^nsas 72201 

Phone^flH|fl|^ 

Fax; 


Home; 1321 Kavanaugh 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72205 


Mr. Wayne Cranford 
Cranford Johnson Robinson Woods 
303 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Phone; 

Fax; 


Home; 1917 N. Spruce 

Little Rodk, Arkansas 72207 


Mr, Herschel Friday 
Friday Eldredge & Clark 
2000 First Commercial Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Phone; 

Fax; 




Home 


60 Bob White Hill Lane 

North little Rock, Arkansas 72120 


Mr. Mark Grobmyer 
Arnold Grobmyer & Haley 
Post Office Box 70 
Little Rock, Arka nsas 7Z203 

Phone^f^BPI^ 

Fax; 


Home; 3 Edgehill Road 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72207 
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Mr. Dick Herget 
Rebsamen Insurance 
1500 Riverfront Drive 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
Phone; i 
Fax: , 


Home; 5715 Hawthorne Road 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72207 


Mr. George Jernigan 
Meeks & Carter 
Post Office Box 34193 
Little RockjArka^as 72203 
Phone: 

Fax:«^BiB 

Home; lOWoodsong 

Roland, Arkansas 72135 



Mr. Bill Kennedy 
The White House 

Old Executive Office Building, Room 136 
Washington, D.C. 20500 
Phone: 

Fax: 


Home: 3207 Alabama Avenue 

Alexandria, Virginia 22305 


Dr. Drew Kumpuris 
415 N. University Drive 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205 

Phone^fl|M|||^ 

Fax: 


Home: 


1911 Shadow Lane 
Little Rock, .Arkansas 72207 
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Mr. Richard Mays 
Mays & Crutcher L4iw Firm 
415 Main Street 
Little R ock, Arka nsas 72201 

Phone^tfH[[B|^ 

Fax: 

Home: 47 Kings Arm 

Little Rock, Arkai\sas 72207 


Mr. Mac McLarty 
The White House 
First Floor, West Wing 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, O. C. 20500 
Phone: I ^ 

Fax: 


Home: 2475 Kalorama, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20008 


Mr. Mark Middleton 
The W'hite House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 
Phone: 

Fax: 


Home: 2020 F Street, N'W, #103 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
OR 

52 DuClair Court 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72211 
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Mr. Maurice Mitchell 
Mitchell Law Firm 
320 West Capitol, Suite 1000 
Little RockjArkansas 72201 

Fax; 


Home; 2 Rivermist Circle 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 


Mr. Ark Monroe 
Mitchell Law Firm 
320 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

PhoneiJUIIIIP 

Fax; 


Home; 


11 Ranch Valley Road 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72207 



Mr. Sam Perronl 
Perroni Law Firm 
801 West Third Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Phone: \ 

Fax; 


Home; 8421 Beck Road 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72212 


Mr. Skip Rutherford 
Cranford Johnson Robinson Woods 
303 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Ro ck, A rkansas 72201 
Phone; 

Fax; \ 


Home; 5604 Hawthorne 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72207 
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Mr. Archie Schaeffer 
Tyson Foods, Inc. 
Post Office Box 2020 


Springdale, Arkansas 72765-2020 
Phone; ( 

Fax; 


Home; 1404 West Cleveland 

Fayettetdlle, Arkansas 72701 


Mr. Gary Smith 
Worthen Banking Corporation 
Post Office Box 1681 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203 
Phone; 

Fax: 


Home: S3 Pine Manor 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72207 


Mr. Larry Wallace 
Wallace, Clayton & Green 
425 West Capitol, 38th Floor 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Phone; 

Fax: 


Home; 2 Violet Court 

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72116 


Mr. Jack Williams 
Williams 4 Anderson 
1 1 1 Center Street 
400 Rogers Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Pho ne: 

Fax; 


Home: 3901 Cedar Hill Road, #7 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
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The Honorable Bill Wilson 
Post Office Box 1379 


Little Rock> Arkansas 72203 


Fax: None 


Home: Not Available 
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Memoraodum 

May 5. 1994 

TO: Ann Cahill 

FR: Martha Phipps 

RE: WHITE HOUSE ACnvrrtES 

In order to reach our very aggressive goal of $40 million this year, it would be very helpful if 
we could coordinate the following activities between the White House and the Democratic 
National Committee. 


1. Two reserved seats on Air Force I and H trips 

Contact: Ricld Seidman/Mike Lufanio 

2. Six seats at all White House private dinners 

Contact: Ann Stock 

3. Six to eight spots at all White House events (i.e. lazz Fest, Rose Garden 
ceremonies, official visits) 

Contact: Atm Stodr 

4. Invitations to participate in official delegation trips abroad 

Contact: Alexis Herman 


5. Better coordination on appointments to Boards Sc Commissions 

6. White House mess privileges 

Contact: Patsy Thomason 

7. White House residence visits and overnight stays 

Contact: Aim Stock 

8. Guaranteed Kennedy Center Tickets (at least one irmn^ in advance) 

Contact Arm Stock 


9. Six radio address spots 

Contact: David Levy 

10. Photo opportunities with the principles 

11. Two places per week at the Presidential CEO lunches 

Contact: Alexis Herman 
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12. Phone time from the Vice President 

Contact; Jack Quinn 

13. Ten places per month at White House film showings 

Contact; Ann Stock 

14. One lunch with Mack McLaity per month 

Contact: Mark Middleton 

15. One lunch with Ira Magaziner per month 

Contact: Marge Taimey 

16. One lunch with the First Lady per month 

Contact: Maggie Williams 

17. Use of the President's Box at the Warner Theater and at Wolf Trap. 
Contact: Ann Stock 

18. Ability to reserve time on the White House tennis courts 

19. Meeting time with Vice President Gore 
Contact: Jack Quinn 
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^ 

CQNHDEmiAL 

Soptember 8, 1994 ^ 

TO: Mack McLarty 

FROM; Skip Rutherford 

RE: Arkansas 1994 Year-end Plan 


Per our discussions about Arkansas, It is my recommendation that first a 
short-term strategy be implemented from now through year end, 1996 
organizational work should begin early 1995, and along with staffing 
considerations, the Arkansas Travelers should be reactivated at that time 
with particular emphasis on the early primary states. 

Between now and and January 1, however, the emphasis should be on once 
again tapping the state and local pride that one of our own has been elected to 
the highest office in the land. While I have not seen any recent statewide 
polls, it is my assumption based on local and Congressional pulls, that tlie 
President's numbers have declined here just as th^ have throughout the 
country. 

Thus, I believe the President and Mrs. Clinton should make a trip to the state 
in October. It would be my recommendation that they arrive for an event on 
a weekday evening in the Qinton Ballroom of the Excelsior Hotel or the Old 
State House. This could be a dinner honoring either/both Clintons; a Roast 
and Toast of the Qintons or you to benefit the Old States House or some 
other cause; or it could be a cocktail btiffct reception honoring the Qintons 
and benefitting the DNC and/or the Arkansas Democratic Party. There are 
numerous possibilities for on event. 

Under this plan the Qintons could stay with Mrs. Rodham or at the 
Presidential Suite at the Excelsior. He would jog the next morning with 
friends. Later that morning tlie Clintons would attend the dedication of the 
new Clinton Elementary SAool in North Little Rock. A noon flight from 

lof3 
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Little Rock to Washington is possible. Schedule pemutting^ I would toucli 
down at BlytheviJle and have an event on the former Blytheville AFD which 
was closed. Longtime Clinton supporter and former Mississippi County 
Judge Joe Gurley is coordinating r^evelopment 'efforts. The Blytheville stop 
would be the President's first trip to the Arkaiuas Delta (and to the First 
Congressional District where he runs best) since ihe election. The theme of 
the Blytheville visit would be job troirting and defense conversion. 

Oth» things I would do in the next few weeks would be; 

1. Both the President and Mrs. Clinton need to have “Arkansas' call lists and 
if possible Qtake 2 or 3 Arkansas phone calls a day. 

2. Arkansas staff should be more visible when home. You, Carol Rasco, and 
Craig Smith, for example, have been very good about fltat, but you need to 
make sure that all staff trips home - both by tfie White House staff and by 
selected others in the adrninistration -- are maximtred. 

3. The video taped messages ore big hits at tributes, dinners, etc. Between 
now and year end, these should bo utilized as much as possible. 

4. You need to make sure that a formal Presidential picture suitable for 
framing is sent to every school, and every senior dtizen center in Arkansas. 

5. The Qintons have been very generous in inviting Arkansans to come to 
tlie While House. You need to review wllli tire SocW Office who has not yet 
been invited and who needs to be. 

6. The Clinton Library; I realize there are compelling reasons why the 
decision can't be made today. However, I do b^eve the President could say 
that ffre Library will be in Arkansas . . . That in itself would end any 
speculation that it is going 'out of state' .... 

7. There is a big perception which started with the Defense Center rejection, 
was enhanced with the Vince Foster death, the Webb Hubbell and David 
Watkins resignations, your move from Chief of Staff to Counselor and 
Richard Arnold not getting the Supreme Court that Arkansas didn't matter 
any more. In addition to that, as you know, the national press and legal 
issues have also dominated the lives of many Arkansans and Arkansas 
companies. This all contributes to the feeling that Arkansas is getting beat up. 

The certainty of both a PresidenUai Library and a Northwest Arkansas airport 
would help offset this impression. In addition, someone from your 
operation 
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should meet with the Bumpers and Pryor staffs to get an accounting of 
'pending* Arkansas projects. For example, Blanche Lambert is pursuing a 
Delta Studies program at Arkansas State Univetsify which should be 
encouraged and strongly supported. 

8. If the Qintons are not planning to come to Arkansas for either 
Thanksgiving or Christmas, I would encourage a 30-minute television 
interview in the living quarters of the White House for holiday showing in 
Admhsas using the Aikansas station and anchor of die Qintons choice. 

9. On the positive side, I do believe the organizational efforts including the 
processing of congratulations, thank you, teihday and sympathy letters are 
working well. Tl^ is in large part due to the Arkansas DNC office working 
closely with the DNC and the White House. These 'little things' mean a lot 
and can't be taken for granted. 

Finally, in any plan you must consider what else could be happening in the 
state between now and year end. The continuing Fiske/ Starr investigation 
and the November elections come to mind. 

I would be glad to discuss this with you at your convenience. 


SR:3w 
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MEMORANDUM TO 

FROM 

RE 



Attached ie background infomation on 3 people who Mark 
Middleton has requested be p hotographed wi th the president 
Thursday night at the Hay i^auis, ai Ihe s^ll Clinton/Gore 
fundraising dinner. According to Terry, Mark has been talking to 
them about the Clinton Library. 


Harold is not familiar<wich work that is being done in this 
regard, but, I am told by Terry that you and Mark are working on 
this project at the direction of Mrs. Clinton. 


Although this is a very unusual request and with virtual!^ 
no time to check on these 3 individuals, based upon Mark's I 
conversations with Terry, Harold felt that if you were ' 

comfortable and could attest to the integrity of these 
individuals and the business they represent, we would tell the 
Re-elect to have them photographed with the President. 


;he ^ 


Since the dinner is tonight, 
convenience . 


please advise at your earliest 


Thanks I 


2 iXHIIIT 
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November 2 , 1995 


MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 


FOR JANICE ENRIGHT 


PATTY KcHUGH 


SUBJECT: YOUR MEMO TO MACK RE: TEGUH GANDA WIDJAJA 

WENKY LIMANTARA 
SUKAMAHATI WIDJAJA 


Mack indicated that although he cannot attest to the absolute 
integrity of the above individuals, he can affirm that they are 
legitimate business people. Mark Middleton has advised us that 
they have been cleared by counsel's office at the Commerce 
Department; his contact in the scheduling office at Commerce is 
Connie Stack (482*‘S880) . Hark also said that they have met with 
the First Lady. 

Mack feels that it would be alright for them to have a photo 
taken with the President this evening. 


^ EXHIBIT 
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SCHEDULE or MACK MCLARTY 


Draft (11/18/96 6:2S pm) 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 31, 199S HAPPY HALLOWEENl 


Molly Varney Pager 

Patty McHugh Pagen 


Home < 
Home9 


i exhibit 
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0:50 pm 

DEPART EN 

7:30 pm 

Location: Hqr 

7:30 pm 

DEPART EN 


ROUTE TO MARK MIDDLETON'S DINNER 
Adtms Hotel 

ROUTE HOME 
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SCHEDULE OF MACK MCLARTY 

Orsft (11/18/96 6:26 pm) 

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 3, 1995 


Molly Viraey 
Patty McHugh 



3:00 pm 
4:00 pm 


MEETING W/ MARK MIDDLETON 
Location: 1201 Conn Ave 


Contact: Linda 4 
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MEMORANDaM FOR THOMAS F. MCLARTY 


ANTHONY LAKH 


Request for Presidential Photo Opportunity with 
PRC Governor and Delegation 


Arkansas' State Auditor wrote requesting a photo opportunity with 
the President April 14 on behalf of a visiting PRC delegation. 

The event is being promoted by Charlie Trie, a friend of the 
President's according to the incoming from Arkansas. As 
president-elect/ the President promised the delegation a worm 
welcome in Arkansas and suggested they contact the Arkansas 
Governor's office if he could be of service in the future. 

The delegation is led by a governor; immediately after his visit 
another delegation, led by a PRC Vice Minister, arrives in 
Washington. If we arrange for the governor to meet with the 
President/ we will also need to arrange a similar meeting for the 
Vice Minister/ who outranks him. Foreign provincial officials do 
oot normally meet with heads of state. 

Kris Cicio has been in touch with Arkansas to explain the 
situation. They understand and are amenable to a meeting with 
Kent Wiedemann . 


Attachments 

Tab A Incoming 
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COMKKSCZCOBP iMTSSMiOTOKAL 
1403 Piowstivaioa AveNiic 
Suite sao 

V&SHXMOTOM. DiC aaon* 

Tel: U(»d 737-0300 
Fax: laoai »7-«3is 


MEMORANDUM 


TO; 

MackMcLarty 

FROM: 

MaitMiddletoa^ 

RE: 

Asian Aerospace 

DATE: 

12/15/95 




Ambaas&dor Hm Cbort>& f««U that it it very important that the White Houte tend a high 
level representative to attend the Asian Aerospace event in Singapore on February 6, 199S. It is 
rumored that you wilt attend and, if so, Tim would like to host you and Donna (see attached). 

Would you please review this matter and see that it gets proper attention? A response 
back to Ambassador Cboiba from you would be appreciated. 

I trust you had a pleasant trip to Venezuela. I hope to sec you in Little Rock. Happy 
holidays to you, Donna, Mark and Franklin. 


Enclosure 



COjMMITTEE access 
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DAILY PHONE LOG FOR MARK MIDDLETON DATE: April 14, 1994 


‘ . . 

1 Time 

N^CttHTAHy J ^fUftUSKS ^ 

Action 

• ’ 

1 


11 





1 ll;12A 

1 / 

Joe Gimir 

501-372-3000 

4/21-22 in DC; bfin{in{ 

Lipo, Balortyt Noith Chine 

Power Cotp. PU call per Paay 

He wuiu h> mecl w/Meck 

p 
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/ 

Richird Mtyi 

202-347-0773 


y 


Printed: 12:25 oni 


PaRo I 










918 


May 18. 1994 


D. JOSEPH O'BRIEN 



Mr. Thomas F. McLarty 

Chief of Staff to The President 

The White Bouse 

1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 

Washington D.C. 20500 


MAY 2 4 1994 



tai 


RE: Report of Contact with Hark McLarty by Harry 
Ward, M.D. 


Dear Hack, 

Harry Ward arrived back this week from a two week 
trip to Asia. He was eztreMly well attended to by 
the Lippo Group/Riadys in Jakarta, Bali, and Bong 
Kong. 

He passed along some personal news. At a dinner in 
Hong Kong, at an exclusive restaurant, your son Hark 
was invited by David Yeh of The Lippo Group to Join 
he and Harry. Harry enjoyed both his ccaq>any and 
hearing about his experiences during his semester in 
Hong Kong. Mention was made of plans for a visit to 
nearby countries in the region before returning to 
the U.S. In sum Harry reported Mark is doing well 
and is remarkably knowledgeable about the logistics 
of Hong Kong. 

With continued best wishes for ongoing success, I 
remain. 


Sincerely, 



i EXHIBIT 

I 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


April 23, 1993 


Mr. Janes T. Riady 
Deputy Chairman 
Llppo Group 
711 H. College Street 
Dos Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Janes, 

I enjoyed the opportvinity to see you again 
and meet the Governor of Jalcarta last week 
when you visited the White House. 

On a personal note, I want to thank you for 
the beautiful, handcarved nameplate. It is a 
unique memento which is representative of the 
Indonesian heritage and culture and which 
obviously is an art handed down from 
generation to generation. The detail in the 
carving is absolutely superb. Thank you. 


'ten 


Personal! 



Mack McLarty 
MMcL:sj 
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KEMORANDUM 

TO: WENDY NISHZRAWA 

FROM: DEAN KATSUBAYASKZ , APA-OMC FOLITICAL AFFAIRS 

DATE: KOVEMBEK IS. 1993 


RE: NAMES FOR APEC BREAKFASTS 


Vid« asked tne to send you a copy of the names of individuals who 
should be invited to the A?£C breakfasts. If there are any 
Questions, please call me at 663'7129. 


Matt MaeLarty Breakfast 

Phyllis Campbell 
aella Evangelista 
Kerch rong Eu 
George Ishiyama 
Jchn Huang 
Gary Locke 
Wallace Low 
Nora Lum 
Gene Lum 
James Riady 
Kaeley Tom 
Rep. Velma Veloria 
Rep. Art Wong 
Grace Yuan 
Maria Haley 
Dennis Hayashi 
Rose Ochi 


Ron Brown Breakfast 

Richard Choi Bertsch 

Arun Jhaveri 

Rep. Stanley Fleming 

Vera Ing 

Youngmin Lee 

Gene Lidell 

Councilwoan Martha Choe 

Amrish Naha^an 

Dan Mar 

Chris Mar 

Roger Mizumori 

Mufi Hanneman 


^xhTbit 
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Asunca Ng 
Arlene Oki 
Due Tran 
A1 Sugiyama 
Richard Park 
Wendell Griffich 
Ginger Lew 
Melinda Yee 


Bob Rubin Breakfast 

Lilia Clemente 

Kanrr.an Kaye 

Chang Mook Sohn 

Jessie Tan 

Tomio Moriguchi 

Councilwoman Cheryl Chow 

Dennis Okamoto 

Scott Oki 

Kip Tokuda 

Sep Pauli Shin 

Rep. Art Wang 

Ross Hirano 

Joan Yoshitoni 

Alice Young 

John Tisdale 

Josie Natori 

Linda Tsao Yang 
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To : Hack McLarty 
John Podesta 

From: Bruce Lindse 

Re: Arkansas Delegation to APEC 



X spoke with John Tisdale and Doug Buford yesterday about 
the Arkansas "delegation" to the APEC Conference in Indonesia. 
The list has been whittled down to the following: 

y Alan and Jean Sugg 

Wayne and Francis Cranford 
Mark and Libby Grobnyer 
Alice Haltqn 

A representative of Systematics 
A representative of Entergy 
Paul Berry (maybe) 


All, except Paul Berry, appear to have some legitimate reason for 
being there. Mark Grobmve r is chai rman of the International 
Business Committee of the Little Rock Chamber of Commerce, the 
University of Arkansas is algniiia-some sort of exchange program 
with an university in Indonesia, etc. Doug , who negotiated the 
revised list with James Riady, asked a bou t-Jiis_J]Sstatus ♦ " He 
clearly would like to go, but will do what^'eiTwe want. He 
believes his presence will help to "cont rol" the group. As you 
know, Doug is Pres ident-el ect of the Little Rock Chamber of 
Commerce which might justify his inclusion. 

The delegation does not expect t n with President 

ClintaaT— but would like to be the American reception 

hosted ^Department of Commerce and to Cl inton *s speech to 

the conference, if the ^peec h is open to outsidegue?E. 

James Riady and his father would like to have the 
opportunity to visit briefly with President Clinton in the hotel 
during the visit. James has been reasonable in culling the list, 
and I think we should try to schedule a 15 minute meeting for 
them. 



Q30679 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINOTON 




fen ©SUB 

101 Oitoponeqoro Bouldvard 
Lippo Village 
Karawaci, 15810 Tanqaranq 
Indonesia 

Dear Janes: 

I certainly enjoyed seeing you and John Huang at the Winston 
Bryant reoeption with the President, it was good to have an 
osgK>rtunity to visit with you. 

I did want to acknowledge your very kind words about ne and my 
presentation at the recent APEC business nesting. You have keen 
insights into business natters, both in your region and fron a 
global standpoint, and thus your coanents were particularly 
neaningfui to ne. 

Continued best wishes in all of your endeavors, and I look 
forward to our having the occasion to cross paths again in the 
future . 


Personally, 



Hack HcLarty 


August 2, 1996 


Hr. Janes T. Riady 
Deputy Chairman 
Lippo Group 
8/F, Asia Tower 
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MEMORANDLfM 


TO: 

Mack McLarty 

FROM: 

Mark Middleton 

RE: 

Monday Meeting 

DATE: 

9/6/96 


Many thanks to you for your expeditious assistance, (t is appreciated and remembered. 

The meeting participant is currently staying at the Four Seasons Hotel in New York (212-758- 
5700), he can be reached at that number until Saturday morning. His Washington DC 
reservation is at the Hay Adams Hotel (202-638-6600) where he is expected to arrive on 
Samrday evening. 

If I can be helpful in facilitating the Monday meeting, I stand ready to be of assistance. Again, I 
appreciate your help. 



CC-H-000157 
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CLASS: UNCLASSIFIED 
OISPOSmON; NON RECORD 
Transmission: 03-Apr-96 01 :52 pm 
SENDER: Fairfax. Kenneth J. 

SUBJECT: RE: USF&S [UNCLASSIFIED] 
TO: Beardsley, Tyler S. 

CC: NO CC's on THIS MESSAGE 


Good news. Thanks for your help. 


From: Beardsley. Tyler S. 

To: Fairfax. Kenneth J. 

CC: /N, NonRecord at A1 ; Reed. George A. 

Subject: RE: USF&S [UNCLASSIFIED] 

Date: Wednesday. April 03, 1996 04:47 PM 

Ken, 

I spoke with WW (Nancy Henveich's ofc.) folks. Found out fftat a meeting is 
not schedded at this time and that we should not pursue one. Call me if 
you want more info. Thanks -TB 


From: Fairfax. Kenneth J. 

To: Beardsley, Tyler S.; Reed, George A. 

CC: /N, NonRecord at A1 

Subject: RE: USF&S [UNCLASSIFIED] 

Date: Tuesday. April 02, 1996 04:17 PM 

Grobmeyer & Co. have told several people (including Senate staffers and the 
NAS) that they have a meeting with Clinton kned up for rtex! week. Any way 
you can find out if this is true or just more smoke? 


From: Reed, George A. 

To: Beardsley. Tyler S.; Fairfax, Kenneth J. 

CC: /N, NonRecord at A1 

Subject: FW: USF&S [UNCLASSIFIED] 

Date: Tuesday, April 02. 1996 03:16 PM 

Ken; Thks. 

Tyler; See below. If/when Grobmeyer calls you back, tell Nm we've 
consulted again with the NSC ar>d ur>derstand they have suggested the company 
deal with the NAS first for a technical discussion/feastfMiity arialysis of 
the company’s proposal. We v4l be prepared to meet them at the staff 
level rfhvhen the NAS and NSC feel that the time is right to have a useful 
discussion. If Grobmyer calls in at the political level on tfre POITJS side, 
have your contacts thWe cal Ken for the status. If he cals otv people 
(Strauss or others), let me tak to them. If we’re directed to meet with 
these guys, obviously we wiO, but lets not do it until erther we get a 
NAS/NSC recommendation or until we're directed to do so. Geo 


From: Fairfax. Kenr>eth J. 

To: Reed. George A. 

CC: /N. NonRecord at A1 

Subject: RE: USF&S [UNCLASSIFIED] 

Date: Tuesday. April 02. 1996 01:06 PM 


2 EXHIBIT 

1 ~lM-2.9 


I have talked to him. While their proposal sounds reasonable on the 
surface, they have elected to work on a big political push rather than deal 


EOP 020474 




with the 100's of complex issues involved in their proposal. As it stands 
now. they have an idea *- nothing more. They want the U.S. gov to develop 
it for them, pay them money, and turn them into a morMpoiist in the nudear 
fuel services and waste disposal business. 

Among the people who are unhappy with their proposal are both our Sentators 
from Hawaii ar>d several other members of Congress whom Grobmeyer and company 
frequ^y name^rop as supporters. 

What I have done is given Grobmeyer's proposal to the National Academy (Matt 
Bunn) for review. I have asked Grobmeyer to restrict aD contacts to Matt. 

Matt is reviewing the basic Idea to see how much if arty — genuine merit 
it has. 

For now. I recommertd telling Grobmeyer that he should corrtact Matt Bunn at 
the Academy. It is not productive to hold a WH or NSC meeting on this now. 


From: Reed. George A. 

To: Fairfax, Kenneth J. 

CC: IH, NonRecord at A1 ; Beardsley. Tyler S. 

Subject: USF&S[UNCLASStFl£01 
Date: Tuesday. April 02, 1996 12:45 PM 

Ken; 

We're getting bombarded by Mark Grobmeyer, the Washirtgton rep for the US 
Fuel & Security spent fuel proposal, for us to set up a WH staff meeting so 
they can brief their proposal. We're stalling the guy. but I need some 
help-weVe told him we'll participate in an NSC'Chaired meeting because 
tt^afs the right forum to brief a technical issue like the one they're 
pushing. I'm also not sure theyVe vetted it with other government 
agencies. Have you talked to this guy? Is there any merit to what he's 
pushing? -what do we wartt to do about him? Geo 
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[The deposition of Bruce R. Lindsey follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: BRUCE R. LINDSEY 

Monday, September 8, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2247, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 10:00 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Barbara 
Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel; Kristi Remington, Investigative Counsel; 
David N. Bossie, Oversi^t Coordinator; Kenneth Ballen, Minority Chief Investiga- 
tive Coimsel; and Andrew J. McLaughlin, Minority Counsel. 

Also Present: Representatives Waxman and Kanjorski. 

For MR. LINDSEY: 

WILLIAM J. MURPHY, ESQ. 

NEIL R. WHITE. ESQ. 

Murphy & Schaffer 
Ninui Floor, 

100 Light Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1019 

Ms. Comstock. Good morning, Mr. Lindsey. I’d like to begin by thanking you on 
behalf of the members of the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight for 
appearing here today. This proceedings is known as a deposition. The person tran- 
scribing this proceeding is a House reporter and notary public. I will now request 
that the reporter place you under oath. 

THEREUPON, BRUCE R. LINDSEY, a witness, was called for examination by 
Counsel, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as 
follows: 

Ms. Comstock. I would like to note, for the record, those who are present at the 
beginning of the deposition. My name is Barbara Comstock. I’m the chief investiga- 
tive counsel of the committee and designated Majority counsel today. I’m accom- 

g anied today by Kristi Remington, who is also Majority investigative counsel. Ken 
iallen will be the desimated counsel. 

Mr. McLaughlin. I’ll note, for the record, that the notice we got was that this 
deposition was to be in 2203 Rayburn, so Ken Ballen is currently being retrieved. 
We will allow the Majority coimsel to go ahead with reading the preamble, but 
maybe we’ll pause when Mr. Ballen arrives. 

Ms. Comstock. Mr. Ballen will be accompanied by Andrew McLaughlin, who is 
also with the Minority staff. Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat 
informal atmosphere, because you’ve been placed under oath, your testimony here 
today has the same force and effect as if you were testiMng before the committee 
or in a courtroom. If I ask you about conversations you have had in the past, and 
you are unable to recall the exact words used in the conversation, you may state 
that you are unable to recall those exact words and then you may give me me gist 
or substance of any such conversation to the best of your recollection. 

If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, please mve my 
your best recollection of those events or parts of conversations that you could recall. 
If I ask whether you have any information upon a particuleir subject and you’ve 
overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding it or have seen cor- 
respondence or documentation regarding it, please tell me that you do have such 
information and indicate the source, either a conversation or documentation or oth- 
erwise from which you have received such knowledge. 

Before we begin the questioning, I would like to give you some background about 
the investigation and your appearance here today. Pursuant to its authority under 
House Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the committee is engaged 
in a wide-ranging review of possible political fund-raising improprieties and possible 
violations of law within the committee’s jurisdiction. 

[Mr. Ballen enters the room.] 
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Mr. McLaughlin. Betrbara, let’s go off the record for a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Comstock. Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139 summarizes the in- 
vestigation as of June 19, 1997, and encompasses any new matters which arise di- 
rectly or indirectly during the course of the investigation. Also pages 4 through 11 
of the report explain the background of the investigation. All questions related ei- 
ther directly or indirectly to these issues or questions which have a tendency to 
make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less probable than it would be 
without the evidence is proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167, which passed the full House on June 20, 1997. 
Committee rule 20 of which you’ve received a copy outlines the ground rules for the 
deposition. 

The Majority and Minority committee counsel will ask you questions regarding 
the subject matter of the investigation. Minority counsel will ask questions after 
Majority counsel is finished. After the Minority counsel has completed questioning 
you, a new round of questions may begin. Members of Congress who wish to ask 
questions will be afforded an immediate opportunity to ask their questions at any 
time when they may be present. When they are finished, committee counsel will 
then resume questioning. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you’re allowed to have an attorney present to 
advise you of your rights. Any objection raised by your attorney during the course 
of the deposition may be staW for the record. If a witness is instruct^ not to an- 
swer a question or otherwise refuses to answer a question. Majority and the Minor- 
ity counsel will confer to determine whether the objection is proper. If Majority and 
Minority question agree that a question is proper, the witness will be asked to an- 
swer the question. 

If the objection is not withdrawn by the witness’ attorney, a Chairman or Member 
designated by the Chairman will decide whether the objection is proper, which 
means it may not be made public without the consent of the committee pursuant 
to clause 2(k)(7) of House Rule XI. 

You are asked to abide by the Rules of the House and not discuss with anyone 
other than your attorney this deposition and the issues and questions raised during 
this proceedings. Finally, no later than five days after your testimony is transcribed 
and you have been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit sug- 
gesW changes to the Chairman. 

The transcript will be available for your review at the committee office. Commit- 
tee staff may make any typographical and technical changes requested by you. Sub- 
stantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amendments to the deposition 
transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting the changes 
and a statement for yoim reasons for each proposed change. A letter questioning any 
substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amendments must be signed by 
you. Any substantive changes, mo^fications, clarifications, or amendments shall be 
included with an appendix to the transcript conditioned upon your signing the tran- 
script. 

With agreement by Minority counsel, we have extended that beyond five days, 
and we can also mail the transcript to you. We just ask that you sign a form saying 
that you haven’t copied it or shared it with anybody else and that both you and the 
witness. So whatever is convenient for you, we can make arrangements. 

The Witness. That will be more convenient. I’m sure. 

Ms. Comstock. Do you understand everything we’ve gone over so far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Is there anything in Rule 20 about a tape recorder? Sorry. 

Mr. Ballen. I have a statement for the record. Under House Rule XI 2(k)(8), any 
objections as to relevancy or pertinency are ultimately matters for the full commit- 
tee to decide even after niling by the Chair. 

Ms. Comstock. I want to go over a few ground rules, too, before we get started. 
If you don’t imderstand a question. I’d asked that you let me know, and I will repeat 
or rephrase it so that you do understand the question. The reporter will be taking 
down ever 3 rthing we say and will make a written record of the deposition. You must 
give verbal, aumble answers because the reporter cannot record what a nod of the 
head or other gesture means. If you can’t hear me, please say so and I’ll repeat the 
question or have the court reporter read the question. 

I would ask that you wait until I finish each question before answering, and I 
will wait until you finish your answer before I ask the next question so that we’re 
not speaking over each other. 
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Your testimony is being taken under oath, as if we were in court, and it will be 
assumed that you understood the question and answer and that the answer you pro- 
vide was intended to be responsive to it. 

Do you have any questions about any of those matters? 

The Witness. No. I mean, the only thing I would do, I mean, is say that, obvi- 
ously, if I answer a question that I don’t understand, it is not necessarily — I obvi- 
ously understood the question that I thought I was understanding. I may not have 
understood the question you were asking. So I don’t believe it is fair to suggest that 
if I answer a question, I imderstood the question that you were asking, clearly that 
I understood what I thought the question was. 

Ms. Comstock. Sure, I think that will be clear. 

Mr. Murphy. I think the law takes into account what you just said, Mr. Lindsey. 

Ms. Comstock. If we can go off the record for a minute. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Are you here voluntarily today or as a result of a subpoena? 

Answer. Voluntarily. 

Question. Okay. I am not going to go through all the preliminary background 
things because we have that on previous records. So I’d like to go into initially some 
matters that you handled when you were Personnel Director. 

Could you just state for the record, then, Mr. Lindsey, when you first became Di- 
rector of Personnel at the White House. 

Answer. Janua^ 20, 1993. 

Question. And in that position, did you have various assistants? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And who were your main assistants at that time? 

Answer. 'Two. One, John Emerson, was a Deputy, and Jan Piercy was a Deputy. 
We then had associate directors and others. We started out with a staff probably, 
a hundred plus. We ended up with a staff nine, ten months later of 24. So we were 
downsizing throughout that entire period. 

Question. And at that time, was there an office called Priority Placement that 
handled priority placements? 

Answer. I’m not sure that’s what it is was called. But I mean, there was — there 
were several offices. We had an office that dealt with congressional inquiries, which 
were considered to be priority placements. We had an office that dealt with political 
individuals who had been involved in the campaign, which is probably what you’re 
referring to. 

Question. Was that Michael Whouley? 

Answer. Michael Whouley, yes. And again, he dealt mostly with trying to place 
people who were involved in the campaign. But again, we got hundrMs and thou- 
sands of requests fium Cong[ressmen and we had an office mat also sort of tried to 
prioritize those, and we consider those to be priority requests, too. 

Question. Did Bob Nash work in your office at that time? 

Answer. For a short period of time, yes. Bob Nash was one of the Deputy Direc- 
tors during the transition. I think there were four or five deputy directors during 
the transition. He continued to work in Presidential personnel until he went to the 
Department of Agriculture, and I don’t quite remember when that was. 

Question. And did Gil Colon work in that office? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Ballen. Who? I’m sorry. I’m having trouble hearing. 

Ms. Comstock C-O-L-O-N. 

The Witness. Yes. He worked in the one of the — he worked in the Personnel Of- 
fice, yes. I’m not sure exactly what year and area. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. COMSTOCK 

Question. And did you know Mr. Colon prior to him joining that position in your 
office? 

Answer. No, I don’t believe so. Unless I knew him in the campaign. But I don’t 
recall knowing him in the campaign. 

Question. So the first time that you recall meeting him is when he was working 
in your office? 

Answer. I mean, I don’t recall the first time I met him. First time I ever dealt 
with him I probably was — other than in passing was when he was in the office. 

Question. Do you know what his background was before he started working in 
your office? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Do you know who hired him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who was hiring people for the Personnel Office at that time? 

Answer. Most of the people in the Personnel Office came fi:om the transition, in 
fact, and were part of uie transition personnel operation; and they simply came in 
as White House employees, if you will, once the President became President. Dick 
Riley was the Personnel Director during the transition. So, you know, he ultimately, 
I ^ess, would have been responsible. Whether he actually hired the people or not, 
I don’t know. 

Question. So Mr. Colon just sort of arrived on January 20th? 

Answer. Again, I don’t have any recollection of whether or not he was there before 
or came after. You know, if he went to work on the 20th, then most likely he came 
as part of the transition personnel operation. If he came Later, again, we hired some 
people. Again, most of it was a downsizing, not increasing. 

Now, obviously, there might have been people that we need who had particular 
background or expertise, but I don’t remember whether he was one of those or not. 

Question. Do you know how long he worked in the office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And did a Gaiy Chrisopherson work in your office at that time? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. In 1993? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how did he come to work in your office? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. And do you recall how long he was there? 

Answer. He outlasted me. I think he was still there when I left. Again, as we 
downsized, he took on more and more responsibility and more and more agencies. 
But I think he was still there when I left. 

Question. Did Maria Haley work in the office at that time? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what was your understanding of what her responsibilities were? 

Answer. She clearly pre^ted me. I mean, she was there as part of the transition 
group. Again, she had certain areas that I can’t recall today which departments or 
agencies she had, but she had a group of agencies and departments. She also helped 
with our outreach mostly to the Asian>American commumty. 

Question. Did you have an understanding of her working on the campaign? 

Answer. She is from Arkansas. I don’t— I’m sure she was involved in the cam- 
paign in some way. I’m not quite sure what her role was in the campaign, whether 
she had a formal role or just simply was a supporter. 

Question. And was Ginger Lu in the office at that time? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, I’m having great difficulty hearing you. I’m not hearing 
most of the questions. If you could try to speak up a little bit. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Was Ginger Lu in your office at that time? 

Answer. At some — again, I don’t know whether she predates my coming there or 
came after. But, yes, at some point she was in the office. 

Question. And what was your understanding of what she did? 

Answer. I don’t — I believe she had several departments or agencies under her, but 
I couldn’t tell you which ones they were. 

Question. Do you know if she was involved in the Commerce Department at all? 

Answer. Before she went there, I don’t know. 

Question. That is before she went to become General Counsel at the Commerce 
Department? 

Answer. Yeah, at some point she became general counsel at the Commerce De- 
partment. I don’t know whether she did Commerce Department before then or not. 
I was thinking that Maria at one point did the Commerce Department, but I don’t — 
I’m not absolutely sure of that. There should be — ^there should be some sort of 
records within the Personnel Office that would show who had which agencies and 
departments. 

Question. Do you know somebody by the name of Martha Watanabe, W-A-T-A-N- 
A-B-E, who worked in the Personnel Office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of her being involved in tracking in kind 
of Asian priority hires? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Do you know Melinda Yee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how did she come to have her position in the Personnel Office? 

Answer. Again, I don’t know. My speculation is that she would predate me, that 
she would have been there as part of the transition, but I don’t Imow that for a 
fact. 

Question. When you’re saying that she predated you or somebody predated you, 
you mean they were involved in the transition and men just sort of everyone ended 
up in the Personnel Office or whoever had been involved in personnel throughout 
the transition ended up in your office? 

Answer. Right. We had a transition persoimel operation that was headed by Dick 
Riley that Jan Piercy was involved in, and I know Bob Nash was involved in that. 
Maria Haley, I know, was involved in it, and I believe a number of these other peo- 
ple were also involv^ in it. They, during the transition, began to put together a 
list of people for the Cabinet and the sub-Cabinet positions, mostly for the sub-Cabi- 
net, because the President did most of the Cabinet from LiMe Rock, but for the dep- 
uties, secretaries, the assistant secretaries, and so forth. 

When Dick RUejr was named Secretary of Education, we then began looking for 
a new Personnel Director. Several people were consider^; either had the good sense 
to turn it down or couldn’t do it. Toward the end, I was named Personnel Director 
in addition to my other responsibiUties. So I went in on January 20th into this oper- 
ation, but into an operation that had basically been going on for two months prior 
to that period. And, so, most of the people who were there predated me and I simply 
inherited them, if you will. And then, when we moved into the White House, that 
entire operation, to the extent we had the slots for them, came with us. So they 
were there before I was there. 

Question. When you started working on personnel, did you become aware of the 
DNC being involved in providing any lists of personnel who were “must hires”? 

Mr. Murphy. I’m sorry, “who were must hires?* 

Ms. Comstock. “Must hires.” Put “must hires” in (juotes. 

The Witness. Yeah. We got lists — I don’t know if I can teU you I recall seeing 
a DNC list. We got lists from everybody, you know, political, nonpoUtical, ethnic, 
you know, whatever, any organization basically. And frankly, we sought it, too. I 
mean, if they knew the kinds of people we were looking for, if they had people they 
could recommend for that, we wanted as many names in our pool as we could to 
choose from. So we would receive, you know, lists from all sorts of people and orga- 
nizations. 

You know, whether I knew there was a DNC list, I don’t know that I can tell you 
I recall seeing a DNC list. I would expect there to be a DNC list of people that they 
would be recommending, yes. The campaign had a list. Individual States have lists. 
Asian-Americans, African-Americans, Hispanic-Americans, all of these various orga- 
nizations and groups provided us lists of people they thought we should consider. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did there come a time where you received Usts that had John Huang’s 
name on it for hiring? 

Answer. Again, I don’t recall at the time. I would not have gotten the list. I’ve 
seen lists lately, you know, since all of this, with John Huang’s name on it. 

Question. You mean you’ve seen lists in the past few months? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Or in the course of depositions elsewhere? 

Answer. Right. I’m trying to remember the woman’s name in California that sent 
a list of eight or nine Asian-Americans that she thought we should consider and 
John’s name was on there. It is the one that I sort of specifically remember. 

Question. Nora Lum? 

Answer. No. She worked for the State Senate. 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. March Fong Eu? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. Was this something you saw recently? 

The Witness. Right. This is something that was out there in the last month or 
two. Probably on the Senate committee where she had a whole list of people and 
one person was John Huang. I remember seeing him on that Ust. 

Ms. Comstock I’m sorry on what committee? 

The Witness. Senate committee, your counterpart. 
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Mr. Murphy. Counterpart across the Hill. 

Ms. Comstock. 1 didn’t understand with the “1” instead of the “E”. 

The Witness. Anyway, I don’t remember what the woman’s name is, but I know 
she sent a list of 9 or 12 people that she considered to be priorities of the Asian- 
American committee and John’s name was on that. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall independently, do you have a recollection of talking to 
anybody about John Huang in 1993? 

Answer. Well, at some point in 1993, I must have talked with Gary 
Chrisopherson. But I don’t — ^tMay, I don’t re(^ doing that. I just know that, you 
know, he says he and I met and discussed John Huang in October or November of 
1993, you know. But other than that, no, I don’t recall. 

Question. All right. And again, yovu* knowledge of Mr. Chrisopherson is only from 
recent depositions or information you’ve gathei^ recently. You don’t have an inde- 
pendent recollection? 

Answer. I do not independently recall having a conversation in September, Octo- 
ber, November of 1993 with Gary about John Huang. Though, if you look at the doc- 
umentation and his testimony, we must have had timt conversation. 

Question. So you don’t dispute his testimony as to your talking with him 
about 

Answer. No. 

Question. John Huang in September-October ’93? 

Answer. No. I just don’t recall it. 

Question. Do you recall any previous conversations with anybody in the spring of 
1993 about John Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did the Riadys ever talk with you about Mr. Huang in the spring of 
1993? 

Answer. I don’t beUeve so, no. 

Question. Did you have occasion to meet or visit with the Riadys in the spring 
of 1993? 

Answer. Meet or visit. My sense is I think I remember passing them in the White 
House and saying “heUo” to them. I don’t recall ever having a meeting with them 
in that time frame. 

Question. Do you recall Mr. Riady being in your office to make any phone calls 
in the spring of 1993? 

Answer. In my office, no. 

Ms. Comstock This is a document I believe we received from the White House. 
It just has a mark on the top of page 22. I’m not sure which production we got from 
the White House. I think this is one of the early-on productions. It is a Lippo Group 
letter, and it is to Bruce from James Riady. 

Do you recall receiving this note from Mr. Riady? 

Mr. Murphy. Are we marking this as an exhibit, Ms. Comstock? 

Ms. Comstock Yeah, I wiU. I just want to move along here. 

The Witness. I don’t recall getting this. 

Mr. Ballen. I’ll note, for the reco^, there’s no date on this document. 

Ms. Comstock That is correct. 

The Witness. It does refer to a trip to Tokyo, which I think occurred in June of 
’93. 

Ms. Comstock Yes. I believe we have other White House records that indicate, 
I believe, Merriam Nemitz reviewed a number of visits with the Riadys. And I 
guess, from talking with people and looking at records, it was the White House’s 
best estimate that this letter was at or around June of 1993 or sometime prior. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object. If we’re going to ask the witness questions and 
elicit the witness’ testimony, that’s fine. But I don’t think we should be representing 
what other people have told us. 

Ms. Comstock Well, I’ll be happy to find the White House document indicating 
that. But I think the witness has mdicated that this Tokyo trip, which is referred 
to here, is in June of ’93, which was also the basis for the White House determining 
that’s what they thought the letter was from. But if we could move on. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. You don’t recall getting this note from Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. The first line of it says, “Thanks so much for your kind help and atten- 
tion.” 
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You don’t know what help or attention you may have given the Riadys in the 
spring of 1993? 

Answer. No. I don’t know — no. Other than I would speak to them and be, you 
know, pleasant I would hope. 

Question. And the next sentence says, “Have a nice and successful trip in Tokyo, 
and bless you.” 

The Tokyo trip was in June of 1993; is that correct? 

Answer. I beheve so. 

Question. And was a trip the President went on? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know were there any trade issues that you were working on in 
that tim in 1993? 

Mr. BALLEN. I’m going to object as to relevancy whether Mr. Lindsey was working 
on trade issues. It is far afield from the campaign finance investigation we’re sup- 
posed to be conducting. 

The Witness. Do you still want me to answer? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 


Question. Yes. 

Answer. He’s absolutely correct. I didn’t work on trade issues. So if you’re asking 
me whether there were any trade issues that I was working on, the answer is, no. 
If you’re asking whether there were trade issues the White House was working on — 
I take that back, there is a trade issue I work on now. But I didn’t at the time. 
If you’re asking whether or not there were trade issues the White House worked 
on, I have no idea. 

And I’m trying to remember what the puroose of the Tokyo trip was. I’m having 
trouble even doing that. It may have been a G-7 meeting. 

Question. In the spring of 1993, were you aware of anyone from the Riady family 
expressing their views on trade issues to anybody at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Qitestion. So you were not aware of Mr. Mochtar Riady or James Riady writing 
to the President regarding any trade issues regarding MPN or Vietnam or anything 
Uke that? 

Answer. Not at the time, no. I’ve seen the letter again — after all this came out, 
I saw the letter that Mochtar Riady wrote the President, but I was not aware of 
it at the time. 

Question. And that letter was regarding trade issues; is that right? 

Answer. I don’t recaU. 

Question. When did you first meet either James or Mochtar Riady? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. I’m going to note, for the record, Mr. Bossie of the Major- 
ity staff has entered the room. 

Mr. Murphy. I was going to object and say that’s a compound question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Have you ever met Mochtar Riady? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When did you first meet him? 

Answer. First and o^y time I met him was in Indonesia. 

Question. And when was that? 

Answer. November of ’94. 

Question. And that’s the only time that you ever met Mochtar Riady? 

Answer. That I recall, yes. 

Question. When did you first meet James Riady? 

Answer. Don’t know. 'The first time I recall meeting him 1 believe was probably 
in the campaign of ’92. Though, it is possible that I was introduced to him at some 
point in Arkansas when he was there. Though, I had no dealings with him. It would 
nave simply been that he and I were at the same spot at some point and someone 
introduced us. I don’t recall that, but it certainly would be possible. 

Question. Were you aware of the Riadys donating large amounts of money to the 
DNC in 1992? Did there come a time when you learned that they had made large 
contributions to the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t quite know what you mean by “large contributions.” 1 knew that 
the Riadys were supporters of the President. Now, you know, I had 

Question. Hundreds of thousands of dollars? 

Answer. Again, I had nothing to do with the DNC in 1992, so I wouldn’t have 
known who contributed to the DNC in 1992. And whether I — ^you know, 1 mean, 
whether I’ve seen stories about how much they contributed over the years to the 
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DNC or to other Democratic groups, it would all be from probably newspaper and 
those sorts of articles, not from personal knowledge. 

Question. So, in 1992 or 1993, you didn’t have any knowledge of the Riadys hav- 
ing contributed to the President’s campaign? 

Answer. Again, I knew they were supporters of the President. And to the extent 
that — wovild asstime, to the extent that they could, they would have contributed 
to the campaign. But of course, that’s a fairly limited amount that you can contrib- 
ute to a Federal campaign, and it is only in the primary. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of them contributing to State parties? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of them making large contributions to the 
Arkansas Democratic party in 1992? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. So this document, which I’ll mark as Deposition Exhibit Number 1, the 
Lippo Group note from Mr. Riady, you have no recollection of what this is about? 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at end of the depo- 
sition.] 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object. That’s the third time the witness has been asked 
the same question. He’s testified three times already he has no recollection. I doubt 
his answer is going to change on the fourth time. 

Mr. Murphy. I’ll join in that objection. Is this a copy we can keep? 

Ms. Comstock No. Actually, our documents we have to keep. 

Mr. Murphy. I don’t get a copy? I object. 

Ms. Comstock This is a document from the DNC, which was a memo to Chair- 
man Wilhelm from Vida Benavides regarding an APA Must Place List. It is an 
Asian-Pacific American must place list. It is Bates-stamped F 31769 through 71. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall ever seeing any list such as this in the Personnel Office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And directing your attention to the second page, the Commerce Depart- 
ment lists John Huang as a DAS for Asia, Shan Thever serve as a DAS for Africa, 
and T.S. Chime for export/import. 

Do you recall any of those individuals being discussed as “must hires” in the Per- 
sonnel Office? 

Answer. No. I mean, I don’t recall anybody being discussed as a “must hire.” The 
fact of the matter is, ageiin, I was not — ^the way the process worked was that social 
directors would cull the various lists when there was a position, meet with others, 
meet with groups, they would formulate a recommendation, which would work its 
way ultimately to me, and I would receive a decision memo. 

If it was a DAS, which would be not a Senate-confirmed position, then I would 
sign off on the memo. If it was an assistant secretary, a deputy secretary, an under 
secretary position, or one that required Senate confirmation, if I concurred, I would 
forward it to the President and the President would have to sign off on it. 

But I would not be involved in any, if you will, sort of internal vetting and discus- 
sion of the candidates. That would all be done by the associate directors before it 
ever would get to either the deputies or to me. 

Question. What was your understanding of how that process worked for John 
Huang? 

Answer. Same way I just described. Again, most of this is after the fact, listening 
to Gary Christopherson’s testimony, but that he met with a group of people to dis- 
cuss various positions and John’s name came up, that they considered him to be 
qualified; that on the one position they offered him — ^you know, there are other posi- 
tions he was considered for that he did not get — ^that on the position that he ulti- 
mately took that they had made a recommendation, that that recommendation went 
to me, that, according to G^, I concurred in it. We had a problem with the timing 
and it was delayed, and ultimately Phil later signed off on it because it was delayed 
until after I left Personnel Operation. 

Mr. Ballen. Mr. Lindsey, is this in your own personal recollection? 

The Witness. No, this is none of my recollection. This is Gary Christopherson’s 
testimony. 

Mr. Ballen. Well, I think the committee is capable of looking at someone else’s 
testimony, and I think both Majority and Minority counsel would like to ask you 
to restrict your testimony to your own personal knowledge. 
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Ms. Comstock. Well, he’s explaining whose knowledge it is. So I think that’s clear 
from the record that we did in opening ask you for any knowledge of this. 

Mr. Ballen. What is the point of the preamble, then, which tells him that he 
should not speculate? 

Ms. Comstock. The preamble discusses what the basis of his knowledge is, what 
he’s telling us. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object to any recounting by the witness of newspaper 
articles, testimony of other people, or anything along those lines. The witness is 
here to testify as to his own personal knowled^ and recollection. We’re perfectly 
capable of reading the newspapers ourselves. 

Ms. Comstock Well, it is mso of some assistance that the witness does not dis- 
pute cross accounts. So even though he is indicating he doesn’t recall these things, 
he doesn’t dispute or deny that things occurred, which is of some assistance to ue 
committee in determining how these matters occur. 

Mr. Ballen. But he doesn’t recall them, so to ask him to recount someone else’s 
testimony, I think, is unfair to the witness and unfair to the members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Murphy. Let’s move on. Mr. Lindsey, in the future I think if you’re going to 
testify about something that you only know from having seen someone else’s testi- 
mony or read something in the newspaper and the like, just let us know that right 
at the start 

The Witness. I thought I had, but okay. 

Mr. Murphy. I thou^t you had, too. 

Ms. Comstock I think he did. 

I will make this APA must place list Deposition Exhibit Number 2. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-2 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a document from the White House, EOP 48876 through 77, 
which is an Asian Pacific American Must Consider Recommendations to the Clinton 
Administration, submitted by Doris Matsui, with Maria Haley and Mehnda Yee. 
Melinda Yee’s name is on the second page as well as John Huang’s. 

Do you recall in general discussing John Huang with any of these individuals, 
Doris Matsui, or actually I want to go through each individual. Do you recall dis- 
cussing John Huang with Doris Matsui? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or with Maria Haley? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or with Melinda Yee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. It was your understanding Melinda Yee was working in the Personnel 
Division, that she would have been one of these persons who was working on pre- 
paring the material for somebody such as Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I don’t understand that question. 

Question. When you had previously testified that there were others of your staff 
beneath you that were putting together the material and you weren’t involved in 
some of the details, was Melinda Yee one of the people? 

Mr. Murphy. I think he said one of the people involved in putting together lists 
of people to be considered for positions. 

It was your understanding that Melinda Yee was one of those people involved in 
putting together lists of people? 

The Witness. Well, I don’t recall Melinda Yee’s position was within the personnel 
operation. I don’t remember whether she had her own agencies and departments or 
whether she worked under one of the associate directors who had an agency or de- 
partment. So, again, you know, I think I knew that Melinda Yee was involved in 
Asian outreach and therefore would help to identify Asian-Americans for consider- 
ation. But whether or not she did that in addition to having specific departments 
and agencies that she was responsible for, I don’t recall. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. And the same question for Maria Haley. Do you recall if she was in- 
volved with preparing lists? 

Answer, .^ain, Maria Haley had, I do know, had specific departments and agen- 
cies that she was responsible for, and therefore she was responsible for making rec- 
ommendations ultimately to me and to the President with respect to her agencies 
and departments. You know, she also being Asian-American was concerned about 
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Asian-American outreach and so I assume she also helped identify qualified Asian- 
American candidates. 

Question. Do you recall having any conversations with her about John Huang? 

Answer. You asked me that. No. 

Question. Make that deposition Exhibit Nmnber 3. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exlubit No. BL-3 was marked for identification.] 

The Witness. Just in order would reflect — you asked me earlier whether Melinda 
Yee was there before I was and this would reflect she was. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is an Au^st 27th, 1993, memo to John Emerson from David Wil- 
helm regarding Asian Pacific American administration appointments. And attached 
to it is a list of Asian Pacific Americans who are interested in being considered for 
positions with the administration. And I beheve Mr. Wilhelm asks Siat a staff per- 
son contact Martha Phipps, who was a staffer in his office, with the status of the 
applications of the various people who are listed on here. 

Were you aware of John Emerson ever talking to anyone at the DNC about any 
of the people on this list, if you’d like to take a chance to review it? 

Answer. Again, the answer is do I know that he did? The answer to that is, no, 
I did not. Would I expect that he would be involved partially because of what his 
position was with talking to all sorts of groups about all sorts of people? TTie answer 
is probably. But I don’t know that I ever Imew he talked specifically to the DNC 
about any personnel matter. 

Question. And directing your attention to the last page of the document, which 
is F 31768, it mentions John Huang and it mentions that he is a DNC trustee and 
major fund-raiser. Did you often get recommendations that indicated that people 
were trustees or major fund-raisers? 

Answer. I have no idea. Again, I don’t know if I ever got — I don’t think I ever 
got this document so, you know. 

Question. I’m just wondering in general, if you recall, getting recommendations 
that included the people who were DNC trustees or major mnd-raisers? 

Answer. Again, if you’re asking me whether I can recall specifically, the answer 
is, no. Would I expect someone to reflect if he was a DNC trustee or a major fund- 
raiser either on a resume or in a letter, yes, I would think that if that was part 
of their backhand and involvement in the Democratic Party and involvement in 
the Presidential election, that that — that they would reflect that. 

Do I recedl specifically? Can I tell you any person that I remember seeing that 
on? The answer is, no. 

Question. And it also indicates here that under John Huang, it says, quote, “needs 
extra push for Deputy Assistant Secretary position for the East Asia and Pacific. ” 
Do you recall any discussion of John Huang needing an extra push or anything like 
that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge on or around the summer of ’93 of there 
being any reluctance to hire Mr. Huang at the Commerce Department? 

Mr. Murphy. At the Commerce Department? 

Ms. Comstock Or hiring him for a position in the administration in general? 

Mr. Murphy. Are you asking about any reluctance on the parts of anybody? 

Ms. Comstock Yes. It says he — I’m just wondering if in general if you recall any 
reluctance to give him a position? 

The Witness. Specifically to John Huang, no. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did there come a time when you became aware that there were people 
at the Commerce Department who didn’t feel that Mr. Huang was qualified for tiie 
positions he was being considered for? 

Answer. At the time? No. 

Question. Did you ever talk to Martha Phipps at the DNC about any of the indi- 
viduals listed on this memo? 

Answer. I doubt it. No, I mean not that I recall. 

Question. Were you involved in the appointment of March Fong Eu? 

Answer. To ambassador? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Could you just tell us who had recommended March Fong Eu for this 
position? 
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Answer. I have no idea. I mean, you know, she was again either recommended 
to me or was on a hst. Most of the people who got to be ambassadors were sort of 
self-suggested. They would contact us and indicate that they would like to be consid- 
ered to be an ambassador, and they would indicate to us sort of where they would 
be interested in serving. You know, we would then review the list of ambassadorial 
appointments and make a judgment as to, you know, who we woxild recommend or 
who the President would recommend for the various embassies. 

Question. Were you aware of March Fong Eu being involved in fund-raising in 
1992? 

Answer. I know that March Fong Eu was a supporter of ours in California. 
Whether or not it was fund-raising or political support, I don’t think I knew. 

Question. I’U make that deposition Exhibit Number 4. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-4 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. This is EOP 004234 through 36, which is a memo to Jan Piercy and 
John Emerson, which I beUeve you indicated were Deputies at that time, from 
Maria Haley regarding Asian Pacific Americans. It is a March 11th memo and it 
is cced to you and then it is attached to a March 10th, 1993, memo to Maria Haley 
from Melinda Yee. 

Do you recall receiving this memo? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’m directing your attention to the last page. John Huang is listed on 
here. And on page 4235, the second page of the document, the memo to Maria Haley 
from Melinda Yee, reads “Per your conversation with John Emerson and Jan Piercy 
on March 2, the following Asian Pacific Americans were extremely helpful, dedicated 
and involved during the campaign and/or transition.” It says, “All are sponsored in- 
ternally by Doris Matsui, you, and me.” 

Does that refresh your recollection as to who may have recommended John Huang 
to you? 

Answer. You showed me the November ’92 dociunent. I mean I have no recollec- 
tion other than you just showed me a document that showed that Doris Matsui, 
Maria Haley and Melinda Yee recommended John Huang plus 

Question. But this document in particular, it was cced to you? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall seeing this document. 

Question. Okay. And then directing your attention back to the last page where 
it mentions John Huang. It mentions he is currently Vice Chair of Lippo Bank. It 
says, “met in meetings with BC several times.” I’m assuming BC is Bill Clinton. 
And then it says, “close to many Senators and Members of Congress and co-host of 
Asian Pacific /^erican fund-raiser during campaign in Los Angeles.” 

Did you have any knowledge about John Huang being in meetings with the Presi- 
dent? And this is any time prior to this March 11th, ’93 memo. 

Answer. You know, yeah. I don’t know if I have specific knowledge of John Huang 
being there. We had tons of meetings in Cahfomia with Californian supporters all 
during the ’92 campaign, and do I think John Huang probably attended some of 
those meetings? Yes. 

Do I recall him attending them? No. But you know, I found it, you know, I had — 
I would beheve that he probably — he was a supporter of ours and I would believe 
that he did attend meetings we held in California throughout the ’92 campaign. 

Question. Do you recall when you first met John Huang? 

Answer. I think I first met John Huang in the ’92 campaign. 

Question. And at that time did you have knowledge of the President being a long- 
time friend of John Huang? 

Answer. I’m not sure I have — a long-time friend is not the way I probably would 
do it. The answer probably is, no. But I mean Tm not sure that I would characterize 
Clinton’s relationship witifi John Huang prior to that as being fiiend as opposed to 
acquaintance. But the answer is I probably did not know about the President’s rela- 
tionship either way with John Huang at that time. 

Question. Well I’m using the President’s words, actually, on July 22nd, 1996. At 
a fiind-raiser, the President had described Mr. Huang as “my long-time friend.” I 
think “my long-time, good fnend, John Huang.” Do you have any reason to dispute 
the President’s description of his long-time fidendship with Mr. Huang? 

Mr. Murphy. Objection. When did the President say 

The Witness. Ninety-six. 

Ms. Comstock. Ninety-six. It was “long-time friend.” 
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Mr. Ballen. I think that is a very unfair question. The President makes a state- 
ment in a fund-raiser about someone and now you’re going to ask the witness does 
he dispute the President’s characterization. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you have knowledge that the President was Mends with him before 
’92 or long-time friends between and back to ’92? 

Answer. Again, you’re asking me whether I knew in 1992 that they were long- 
time friends. I sadd I would have some question as to whether or not that would 
describe the relationship before 1992. I don’t think using — again, I don’t think using 
a quote in ’96, 4 years later to describe the relationship at that time would nec- 
essarily describe uie relationship prior to 1992. But the answer is, you know, in 
1996, would I believe that Bill Clinton and John Huang were Mends? Yes. In 1992, 
did 1 know that Bill Clinton and John Huang were long-time friends? The answer 
is, no. 

Question. Did something happen between ’92 and ’96 to make you think that they 
were long-time Mends? 

Answer. Four years in which I knew they had a relationship transpired. 

Question. And what was that relationshm, well, he appointed him in 1993. In 
1995, he indicated he wanted to go to the uNC. He went to the DNC. He was in- 
volved with much of the campaign fund-raising, and in the first half of 1996 a lot 
happened between 1992 and ’96 that would ^ow an acquaintanceship to Bill, a 
Mendship. 

Question. Okay. And could you just describe generally the growing Mendship, 
then, of Mr. Huang with the President between ’92 and ’96? 

Answer. I just md, I thought. I mean, you know, at least fi-om my point of view, 
I saw the President and Jomi Huang interact — I saw them interact none prior to 
1992. I saw them interact, you know, on six or seven occasions between 1992 and 
June or July or August of 1996. So if you’re asking, you know, you know, I don’t 
know how many times they had met or seen each other prior to 1992. 

I think I met John Huang for the first time in 1992. I knew he worked with the 
Riadys. I knew the Riadys had a relationship with Arkansas. But beyond that, I 
didn't know much or anything about Bill Clinton’s relationship with John Huang. 

Mr. Ballen. Mr. Lindsey, auting the time from 1992 to ’96, was John Huang a 
close personal advisor or close policy advisor to the President of the United States? 

The Witness. No. No. Again, he probably saw him, /all have the records better 
^an I, three or four or five times in the first 3 years of that 4-year period, and 
in the fourth year to the extent that he was involved in fund-raising activities and 
the President attended fund-raisers, they probably saw each other more. But as a 
policy advisor during any of that period, I don’t believe John was a policy adviser. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Huang being involved with a group called APAC, 
Asian Pacific Advisory Council? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about APAC fund-raising in 1992? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know a woman named Nora Lum? 

Answer. I know who she is. You — ^they, I don’t know her. I may have met her on 
occasion, but 1 don’t know her. 

Question. Do you recall meeting with her? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall her meeting with you in the spring of 1993? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Murphy. Isn’t that the same question? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So you have no recollection of any of the 

Answer. I know that she attended a meeting with other people in the Asian Pa- 
cific American community that was, you know, that may have been with me, they 
may not have been with me that I may have had John Emerson go to in my place. 
If I went, then I met her, I assume, if she was in that meeting. 

Do I recall Nora Lum versus anybody else in that meeting? The answer to that 
is, no. I don’t even recall the meeting. 

Ms. Comstock I’d like to make ^s March 11th, 1993, memo Deposition Exhibit 
Niunber 5. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-5 was marked for identification.] 
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Ms. Comstock. And this is EOF 2153 through 154. It is an AprU 19, 1993, memo 
to the President tluuugh Bruce Lindsey from Gil Colon and Maria Haley, and the 
subject is Associate Deputy Administrator for Business Development at the Small 
Business Administration, and it is discussing a position for Manr Leslie. 

In paragraph number 2 it notes that it should be noted that there is another 
qualified canoidate for this position, Mr. John Huang. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall this memo? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You mentioned previously that memos to the President only went on 
certein levels of appointment; is that correct? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. And they wovild stop, though, with you before they went on to the Presi- 
dent. Would that be — ^if GU Colon and Maria Haley wrote this memo to the Presi- 
dent without you having reviewed it before it went on to the President? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. But you don’t recall ever reviewing this? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall being involved in Mary Leslie’s selection? 

Answer. No. I mean, you know, I knew Ma^ Leslie. I knew Erskin wanted Mary 
Leslie to be at the SBA. Whether I recall this memo or anything, Erskin was the 
designated head of the SBA and Mary Leslie was his choice, and I would not have 
opposed that. I would have been inclined to give him who he wanted. 

Question. We were just discussing Nora Lum, whom you said you didn’t know. Do 
you recall when GU Colon, I guess, left the Personnel Office, did he go to the Com- 
merce Department to work? 

Mr. Murphy. Objection to the preface of that question. What does Ms. Lum have 
to do with the question? 

Ms. Comstock We’U get to that in a moment. 

Mr. Murphy. Why don’t you just ask the question. The question is whether Mr. 
Colon went where? 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Colon was going to work for Nora Lum at Dynamic 
Energy? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know when Mr. Colon did, indeed, leave the Personnel Office? 

Answer. At some point, yes. 

Question. Do you recaU him telling you where he was going to work? 

Answer. No. I thought GU Colon went to the Minority Business Section of, maybe. 
Commerce. 

Question. And did you have — did you keep in touch with him when he went there? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. Do you know of anyone in yoiu" office keeping in touch with him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know of anyone in your office keeping in touch with him when 
he was at Dynamic Eneiw. 

Answer. I don’t think ®at he was ever at Dynamic Energy. 

Question. But you have no knowledge of anybody in the Personnel Office commu- 
nicating with GU Colon? 

Answer. I left the Personnel Office in November of ’93. Are you telling me he went 
to Dynamic Energy before then? 

Question. I’m aslung if you have any knowledge. 

Answer. You asked me whether anybody in uie Personnel Office — I wasn’t in the 
Personnel Office. You said in my office. And the answer 

Question. No, he went there after November of ’93. 

Answer. Then if he kept in touch with someone in the Personnel Office, they were 
not in my office. 

Question. Did you have any reason to keep in touch with Mr. Colon? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Murphy. Can we take a break? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. Before we go off the record, why don’t we make this AprU 
18, 1993, memo Deposition Exhibit Number 6. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-6 was marked for identification.] 

[Recess.] 

Ms. Comstock We’re back on the record. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a document from the White House that was prepared — I believe 
the Covuisel’s Office by someone, which goes through Nora Lum’s WAVEs into the 
White House, and it’s — directing your attention to March 8, 1993. It has — ^it lists 
your name there. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, counsel, could I ask the origins of this document? 

Ms. Comstock It’s from the White House. 

Mr. Ballen. Do we know who prepared it, because usually WAVE records come 
in a computer printout. 

Ms. Comstock I think we have theirs also, but this was Counsel’s Office had pre- 
pared these various versions. 

Mr. Ballen. So it could be a draft. We don’t know the accuracy, do we? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recognize the handwriting? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. But you do not recall that meeting with Nora Liun in March 1993 
other than what you testified to? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. And then on March 23 — ^it lists Haley there. Do you have knowledge of 
Nora Lum meeting with Maria Haley? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And then on March 29 it lists Yee. Do you have any knowledge of Nora 
Lum meeting with Melinda Yee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And then there are a number of other visits with Melinda Yee. You 
don’t have any knowledge of Nora Lum ever meeting with Melinda Yee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You had said you thought you met John Huang in 1992. Do you recall 
where you met him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall generally if you met him in CaUfomia? 

Answer. No. I mean, I don’t recall. I mean, he worked in California so that it 
would be logical, but I don’t recall. 

Question. Okay, so you have no general recollection of how or where you met John 
Huang? 

Answer. No. And I say ’92, it could have been ’91. It was the ’92 campaign, but 
it could have been sometime after we began campeugning for the Presidency in Octo- 
ber of 1991. 

Question. And is there a time when you met with John Huang that you recall the 
meeting? 

Answer. No, I don’t think I ever met with John Huang individually, I mean, so, 
you know, again 

Mr. Murphy. You mean during the campaign? 

The Witness. I only met with him, I tlunk, once, franklv. Um — maybe once, 
maybe twice, period; but I don’t remember any time during the campaign meeting 
with him specifically. 


examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay, and what are the one or two meetings that you recall meeting 
with him? 

Answer. Yes, I mean, obviously one of them was the meeting with the President 
in whatever the year was — what was it? October of ’95? 

Question. So you were at the September 13, 1995 meeting with James Riady and 
Mr. Giroir and the President? 

Answer. Right, and John Huang. 

Question. And that was September 13 

Answer. September 13, 1995. 

Question. And we’ll return to that later. 

Answer. Yeah, but I’m trying to — ^that may be the only time I ever met, you know, 
with John that I recall. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. Oh. I take that back. I met with him 3 days, 2 days later in my office 
to follow up on that meeting. 

Question. On September 15, 1995? 

Answer. Whatever. You know the date better than I do, whatever the date is. 
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Question. All right, okay. But you had no — would it assist your recollection on 
Nora Lxun for me to tell you that Gil Colon, John Huang and Mehnda Yee and 
Maria Haley all had done some work with APEC in California in 1992? 

Answer. No. I mean, help me. In what way? 

Question. Just wondering if that could help assist you in placing when you may 
have met any of these people, because all of they these people worked in CaUfomia 
on APEC in 1992, and a number of them, Melinda Yee and Maria Haley and Gil 
Colon all end up in the Personnel Office in your office, and then one of the people 
they recommend is John Huang, who was somebody who also worked in there, and 
then Nora Lum is coming in for meetings with these various people. I’m wondering 
if 

Answer. Sounds like they aU had a relationship with each other. 

Question. But you had no knowledge of those relationships? 

Answer. No. I mean, you know, we did events in the Asian community, you know, 
in California. Again, you know, whether — you know, whether John was at those 
events or not — you’re asking me whether I recall whether he was at those events. 
I don’t recall. Was he probably at some or all of those events? The answer probably 
is yes, but if you’re asking me whether I recall seeing him, talking with him, and 
having a specific memory of it, the answer is no. 

Question. Did Ron Brown ever talk to you about John Huang? 

Answer. I don’t think so. Not that I recall. 

Ms. Comstock. Mark this Deposition Exhibit Number 7, Nora Lum, chronology 
of visits. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-7 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Baluin. Purported chronology of visits, because I object to — ^we have the ac- 
tual WAVES records. We should be introducing those into evidence rather than 

Ms. Comstock, ru be happy to get those for the record also. 

Mr. Ballen. That would be preferable. 

Ms. Comstock. Apparently we’re not — ^we just have these summsuies from the 
White House. 

It is a White House document. 

Mr. Murphy. It’s got an EOP stamp on it. 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. 

Mr. Murphy. So unless somebody else is stamping things EOP, it 

Ms. Comstock. No. 

Mr. Murphy. — came from the White House. 

Ms. Comstock. You’re correct. 

Mr. Ballen. — announce that for the record I’m going to note that the Secret Serv- 
ice provides 

Ms. Comstock. They don’t provide us with WAVE records, they provide us with 
exits and entrances, and at that time the Secret Service in 1993 and 1994 did not 
do exits and entrances for visitors. That did not begin until June of 1995. So the 
Secret Service is not able to provide us with any of Nora Lum’s visits prior to 19 — 
the summer or thereabouts of 1995. 

Mr. Murphy. Is there a question coming? 

Ms. Comstock. I’m just correcting the record. 

I’m showing the witness a letter to James Riady from Vernon Weaver, which is 
HHH 3958. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. It’s a May 19, 1993 letter from Vernon Weaver to James Riady, and di- 
recting your attention to the second paragraph, it says, “We have heard nothing 
from &e White House yet on the Indonesian appointment, although we are keeping 
up the pressure.’’ 

Do you have any knowledge of Vernon Weaver talking to you about any appoint- 
ments — any Indonesian appointments? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about any interests that the Riadys had 
in any Indonesian appointments in 1993? 

Answer. Do I now have knowledge? 

Question. Did you then, and then I’ll 

Answer. The answer is no. 

Question. Do you now have knowledge of the Riadys having interest in Indonesian 
appointments? 

Answer. Appointments, no. 
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I’m sorry, when you say, do I now have knowledge what were you — ^you said “ap- 
pointments” with an S. I believe this refers to them trying to get a meeting with 
the President and the President of Indonesia. 

Question. This is regarding the meeting with Suharto and the recommendation for 
the meeting with Suharto 

Answer. If I was reading this, that’s what I would read in that, not personnel ap- 
pointments. But again, it’s just from reading it. It’s the way it’s written, it’s what 
the words are. I don’t think it has anything to do with personnel appointments. 

Question. And were you aware of them putting some pressure for the President 
to meet with Suharto? 

Answer. Was I then? No. 

Question. And when did you learn that they did? 

Answer. I don’t know tliat they did. I know that there’s an issue. As to whether 
thOT raised it with the President, that I’ve learned in the last 6, 7 months. 

Question. But you had no knowledge of it then? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And what is your knowledge of it now, just what you’ve read in the 


paper; is that what you’re suggesting? 
Answer. Yes. 


Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you discussed that with anybody at the White House? 

Answer. No. Within the Counsel’s Office maybe. 

Question. And who have you discussed that with? 

Answer. You know, probably everybody in trying to pull together whatever docu- 
ments we had with res^t to, you know, whether or not they saw the President, 
what they talked to the resident about, you know, all in response to your all’s sub- 
poenas. 

Question. And what did you learn about the attempts of the Riadys to meet with 
the President or get 

Answer. I didn’t learn anything about the attempts. I learned that there was a 
photo op at some time prior to us going to Tokvo, and there was a question as to 
whether or not — during that photo op they raised with the President whether or not 
he was going to meet with Suharto. I think I’ve read the President has indicated 
that if he met with them before that, he thinks that they may have, although he 
doesn’t recall, and, you know, everything I know has basically come from the news- 
papers. 

Question. Have you ever discussed this with the President? 

Answer. No. 


Question. You’ve never discussed any of the meetings the I’resident had with the 
Riadys with the President? 

Answer. I was in two of them, but, you know, I don’t know if I ever discussed 
independently of being there other than, you know — ^but, you know, I don’t know 
that I’ve ever discussra with the President because I wasn’t there, and my under- 
standing is he doesn’t recall whether or not he — ^whether the Riadys mentioned to 
him meeting with Suharto. 

Question. But I’m asking you about this April photo op and then the Suharto dis- 
cussion, if you’ve ever discussed that with the President. 

Mr. Murphy. Objection. 

Do you want to answer that? 

The Witness. I think — you know 

Mr. Murphy. I think that’s a privileged communication. To the extent that Mr. 
Lindsey had a conversation with the President, it’s privileged. 

Ms. Comstock. Would you like to consult with the White House on that? 

Mr. Murphy. Well, thej^re not here. 

Ms. Comstock. Have you talked with — ^I mean, is that a position of the Counsel’s 
Office that the President wants to cledm executive privilege over conversations that 
you had with him about discussions with the President involving Mr. Riady? 

The Witness. I don’t know what the White House position is on that. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, I’m not — ^the White House hasn’t informed us that they were 
intending to claim executive privilege over any conversations that the President had 
about Mr. Riady. If we could — if you would like to call Mr. Ruff and clarify that for 
the record 


The Witness. Do you want us to do it now? 

Ms. Comstock. — because there might be other questions as we go along. So we 
can go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Comstock. Go back on the record. 


Mr. Lindsey has called Chuck Ruff, the White House Counsel, while we were off 
the record. 
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The Witness. Right. And Mr. Ruff informs me — ^he says that these sorts of con- 
versations give rise to serious executive privilege concerns; that at this time I 
should not respond, and that he will be happy to discuss it with you after the depo- 
sition. 

Mr. Murphy. Well, given that advice from White House Counsel, Mr. Lindsey is 
not free to answer the question. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. I would ask that the reporter please mark the question and 
the instruction to this witness and prepare an index of the page at which each in- 
struction is given to this witness not to answer such questions, because we wiU have 
other questions about any discussions you had with the President about Mr. Riady 
or Mr. Huang. 

Ms. Comstock Could we take a break for just a minute? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Murphy. After consulting with Mr. Lindsey, let me just inform you that it’s 
my understanding that the conversation with the President to which Mr. Lindsey 
made brief reference was a conversation in anticipation of an interview with the 
New York Times about the subject that you were inquiring about. And Mr. Lindsey, 
1 think, would be free to say mat what Mr. Clinton had to say about this subject 
to the New York Times was consistent with what Mr. Lindsey and the President 
discussed in advance of the New York Times interview. 

We don’t have any problem with Mr. Lindsey talking about things that the Presi- 
dent disclosed to the New York Times, obviously. So if it sort of short-circuits a 
major constitutional crisis here, we can do that by Mr. Lindsey confirming that 
what the President recaUed as he recalled it to the New York Times about the sub- 
ject of the Suharto meeting or the efforts on the part of the Riadys to have President 
Chnton agree to meet with Suharto — basically Mr. Lindsey would say that what the 
President said to the New York Times about that subject is consistent with what 
the President also told Mr. Lindsey about that subject. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Okay. Well, why don’t we skip the New York 'Kmes as the middleman 
now, and if you could iust tell me what the President had said to vou? 

Mr. Murphy. I dout want Mr. Lindsey to do that because 1 think it’s important 
that we recognize that the reason why Mr. Lindsey may be free to talk about the 
subject is because it’s a subject that the President has disclosed to the public. 

Mr. Ballen. And I also like to put on the record the Minority’s view on this, 
which is that had White House counsel been permitted to be in tms deposition, we 
could work — as they were in the Senate depositions, we could work out these issues 
of executive privilege to eveiyone’s satisfaction without taking long breaks. And I 
think that’s unfortunate that White House counsel is not here 

Ms. Comstock I don’t think we had to take a long break at all. Mr. Lindsey was 
able to reach Chuck Ruff very quickly. 

Mr. Ballen. It took 10 minutes. 

Ms. Comstock It wasn’t — we did not take a break for that issue. 

Mr. Murphy. Well, be that as it may, Mr. Lindsey was able to reach Mr. Ruff 
quickly, which is fortunate, but in any event. I’ve told you what I told you, and if 
you want to follow up on that, you’re free to do so. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I’d like to ask you what the conversation was you had with the Presi- 
dent prior to the New York Times article, if that’s the conversation you had with 
the President? 

Answer. Again I’m not — ^you know, I’m not prepared today to talk about a con- 
versation I had with the President that arose after these issues, you know, came 
up and that I believe with — in my role as a member of the Counsel’s Office. I will 
say what Bill said, which is what he told me was consistent with what he told the 
New York Times. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. Well, I think we’ll probably be returning to the New York 
'Times article, but I would still ask the reporter to mark the question and instruc- 
tions to this witness and to prepeire an index at that page so that we can return 
to that at a later date or time. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Is that the only such conversation you had with the President — ^this con- 
versation prior to the New York Times article, is that the only conversation you had 
about the April meeting 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. That the President had with the Riadys? 

Answer. Again, I don’t know if I could characterize it as a meeting, but yes. 

Question. Okay. Returning to the May 19, 1993 letter, the second sentence in the 
second paragraph reads that “1 believe that a decision should be made in the next 
3 or 4 weeks so it may be time to get John Huang involved again.” 

Do you know what involvement John Huang had 

Answer. No. 

Question. With the meeting regarding Suharto? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or do you have any knowledge of John Huang being involved in any 
matters that the Riadys or the Stephens Group were trying to bring to the attention 
of the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. Mr. Lindsey, have you ever seen this document before? 

The Witness. No, sir. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. Do you know Vernon Weaver? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How long have you known Mr. Weaver? 

Answer. Oh, I probably met him prior to 1993, but I don’t think I really knew 
him until ’94 or ’95. 

Question. And how did you come to know him? 

Answer. Well, at one time we lived in a apartment at the Watergate, and he also 
had a apartment at the Watergate, and we were at the pool together. 

Question. Okay. And were you fiiendly with Mr. Weaver; do you go out on social 
occasions? 

Answer. I don’t know that I’ve ever been at a social occasion with Mr. Weaver, 
so, you know, I mean, we were friendly, passing friendly, but not social friends. 

Question. And were you aware of his work with the Stephens Company? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And did he have occasion to visit the White House or discuss any mat- 
ters with you about Stephens? 

Answer. Yeah, but I don’t know the answer to the first part. The answer to the 
second part is no, he never discussed any matters with me. 

Question. Are you aware of him discussing any matters related to Stephens with 
anyone else at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any involvement in his appointment as Ambassador? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Can I make this Deposition Exhibit Number 8? 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL^ was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Ballen. What about the second page? There’s two pages stapled together. So 
that’s also part of the 

Ms. Comstock The first page referred to the second page, so that’s — even 
though — didn’t question the witness about it 

Mr. Ballen. For the record sir, have you seen either of the pages of the exhibit? 

The Witness. No, sir. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. September 23, 1993 letter to John Huang from Msu-ch Fong Eu. And in 
it Miss March Fong Eu discusses that. White House sources have confirmed I have 
been nominated as United States Ambassador to Micronesia following routine clear- 
ances. 

Can — you previously said that you had been involved somewhat in March Fong 
Eu’s appointment. Could you tell us what your involvement in that was? 

Answer. I was part of a group that met to discuss ambassadorial appointments. 

Question. Did you meet with March Fong Eu at any time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall discussing her with the President? 

Answer. Do I recall specifically? No. 

Question. Do you have any general recollections of who you discussed her appoint- 
ment with? 

Answer. Well, I’m sure that her appointment came up with the President as we 
were discussing who to a point. I don’t recall specifically it coming up, but it would 
have had to come up as part of our discussions on ambassadorial appointments. 
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Question. Okay, and directing your attention to the second paragraph she writes 
to Mr. Huang, “I want you to know how much I appreciate your support in this 
lengthy appointment process. I am truly honored to have had the benefit of yoxu* 
endorsement.” 

Are you aware of John Huang endorsing March Fong Eu or providing any rec- 
ommendations to your office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did there come a time that you learned that March Fong Eu wanted 
to leave her post as Ambassador to Micronesia? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. 

Question. Have you had any communication with March Fong Eu at all since her 
appointment? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. 

Question. And you have no knowledge of her involvement in fund-raising in 1996? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who was the working group on ambassadors? 

Answer. Secretary of State, the national security — it was in ’93. I don’t know who 
it was this time-^-Secretary of State, national security adviser, the Vice President, 
myself and the President. 

Question. And so that would have been the group that discussed this appoint- 
ment? 

Answer. Would have discussed all ambassadorial appointments, yes. 

Question. And do you know who prepared — ^who had done the preliminary work 
to prepare for this appointment — who within the office would have done that? 

Answer. John Emerson, I think, had responsibility for ambassadorial appoint- 
ments, so he would have prepared paperwork 

Question. And were you aware of lum being in touch with March Fong Eu or hav- 
ing meetings with her? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Make that Deposition Exhibit Niunber 9. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-9 was marked for identification.]. 

The Witness. There may have been meetings in which John was also involved, 
and maybe Jan, frankly, were involved, also when we discussed ambassadors, but 
I’m not sure they attended most or all of the meeting. But there may have been 
at times when we were doing ambassadorial discussions John and/or Jan would 
have been there as well. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And do you recall if there was any discussion of March Fong Eu having 
been a fund-raiser, raised funds for Clinton-Gore? 

Answer. I don’t remember any discussion of March Fong Eu specifically at all, so 
the answer to that is no. Ajpain, I knew she was a supporter of ours in California. 

Question. All right. This is an October 1993 memo I believe that you have pre- 
viously referred to, was a memo for Bruce Lindsey from Gary Christopherson, Asso- 
ciate Director of Presidential Personnel, dated October 18, 1993, and it was regard- 
ing John Huang being appointed Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asia and Pa- 
cific International Trade Administrafion at the Commerce Department. 

You previously indicated you did not recall getting this memo from Mr. 
Christopherson; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And do you recognize the handwriting on the top of the memo? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. I believe the handwriting on the right says, “Check this with 
Bueno.” 

Do you recall someone named Bueno who was at the Counsel’s Office who worked 
with your office on appointments? 

Answer. Vaguely. 

Question. Do you know what his job was? 

Answer. We had a whole group of people who vetted candidates. I assume he was 
one of the vetters. 

Question. Okay, and did Bill Kennedy at that time oversee that group of vetters 
in 1993? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who did? 

Answer. We had two different groups, and I don’t know which one. There was^ 
Personnel has their own vetting operation, and I can’t remember who oversaw it; 
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and the Counsel’s Office had their own separate vetting operation that Bill Kennedy 
was over. 

We did initial vetting within the Personnel Office prior to a person being selected. 
Once a person was selected, they then filled out a whole lot of forms, and those 
forms were given to the Counsel’s Office, and the Counsel’s Office then vetted the 
person after the fact. But again the initial vetting of people as we were making a 
decision were done by a separate vetting operation within the Personnel operation. 

Question. And who worked on that? 

Answer. Again, 1 can’t recall. 

Question. Okay, but at this point when this memo — this is getting to the point 
where the vetting has been done and this — ^in your office and was now going to move 
on to Counsel’s Office; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. Do that in Counsel’s Office after we check this. 

Question. Approve or disapprove? 

Answer. Approve or disapprove. We then give back, they send out all the forms 
to the candidate, the candidate fills out the forms, sends the forms back, and at that 
point the Counsel’s Office vets the person before we actually nominate or appoint, 
depending on whether it’s a nomination or appointment. So this would be prior 

Question. Mr. Kennedy is in charge of that vetting process — the second — in the 
Counsel’s Office? 

Answer. Right, but there is no sign-off on this memo, so this would not have gone 
to the Kennedy vetting operation because we would not have sent Mr. Huang his 
forms. 

Question. Well, I understand, but I’m just asking in general the process. Once this 
was signed off on, it would have gone to Mr. Kennedy; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. The forms would have gone to Mr. Kennedy’s operation, yes. 

Mr. Murphy. Clarify the record. Mr. Bueno; do you vaguely recall which operation 
was he? 

The Witness. I think he was in our operation, not in Kennedy’s operation. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Mr. Bueno you think may have been in the Personnel Office, not the 
Counsel’s Office? 

Answer. I believe that’s right. 

Question. Is it Edgar or 

Answer. It’s something like Edgar Bueno, I think, is in the Counsel’s Office — I 
may be wrong — I mean, in the Personnel Office. I may be wrong, but I think he’s 
in the Personnel Office. 

Question. One of the things it indicates there, it says, check this with Bueno, 
fund-raiser on December 4th. 

Do you recall the issue of a fund-raiser holding up Mr. Huang’s appointment? 

Answer. I don’t recall anything about John’s appointment or meeting with Gary 
or talking about any of this. Have I seen documents that suggested that that hap- 
pened? Yes. But do I recall contemporaneous with October or November of ’93? No. 

Question. And do you normally travel with the President when he goes to Califor- 
nia? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And were you aware of a December 4th fund-raiser that was — Creative 
Arts Agency fund-raiser? Do you remember being at one in California? 

Answer. I remember — I don’t remember the date. I remember is I came to a CAA 
fund-raiser, yeah. 

Question. And do you recall if John Huang had anything to do with that fund- 
raiser? 

Answer. I don’t recall that, no. 

Question. Do you recall any fund-raisers that John Huang was involved in on that 
trip that involved the CAA fund-raiser? 

Answer. No. I mean, we did two fund-raisers that night. We did a CAA fund-rais- 
er, and then we did a fund-raiser at somebody’s house. Again, I don’t remember 
John — again, I wouldn’t have known whether John was involved in the ffind-raising 
or not. Whether I saw him there or not, I don’t recaR — at either of the two fund- 
raisers. 

Question. It’s your testimony that you have no recollection of an 3 dhing having to 
do with Mr. Christopherson writing Uiis memo— or anything having to do with this 
December 4th date on here? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object. That’s the fifth time now in the course of an hour 
and a half the witness has been asked the same thing. 
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Ms. Comstock. The witness hadn’t looked at this document before today — I 
mean 

Mr. Ballen. The witness has testified on five different questions, record speaks 
for itself. 

Mr. Murphy. I think the witness has made it clear that other than hearing Mr. 
Christopherson testifying about this and seeing the memo, he has 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Have you ever seen this memo before today? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So you have seen this memo, and you still have no recollection of De- 
cember 4th or anything having to do wifdi Mr. Huang’s position being held up for 
a fund-raiser? 

Answer. I don’t doubt that it happened. Do I remember a conversation with Gary 
or any discussion about it? The answer to that is no. 

Ms. Comstock I’d like that marked Deposition Exhibit Number 10. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-10 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Ballen. And for the record, whether or not the position was held up was not 
established by testimony from this witness. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK. 

Question. Okay. I’ll just go through a few more documents that I guess you prob- 
ably won’t recall, but just look through them if you can. 

Mr. Murphy. Don’t anticipate. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. December 4th, 1993, my understanding 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object to that characterization. I think it’s unfair, ‘You 
probably don’t recalL” 

Ms. Comstock The witness has indicated that he doesn’t recall anything about 
John Huang, but I would like to go through a number of more documents to attempt 
to refresh ms recollection. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I don’t know which documents you may or may not have seen in other 
depositions, so I will need to go through these, but I’m just trying to see if we can 

5 et any assistance here in refieshing your recollection on any matters related to 
ohn Huang’s appointment. 

Have you seen this December 4th memo? 

Answer. I don’t recall ever seeing this one. 

Question. To you from Gary somebody? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall seeing this until today. 

Question. Okay. So this is the first time you have seen this document. 

Okay, and this document is an EOF 2126 document. It is a redacted document 
also, so I don’t know what else is on here. It is a document from the AVhite House, 
which reads, “The ^pointment of John Huang to this Commerce position is one we 
discussed in your office and agreed to proceed with in early December.” 

Does that refresh your recollection as to whether you talked with Mr. 
Christopherson about John Huang? 

Answer. No. My lawyer tells me I may have seen this in the Senate deposition, 
but I don’t recall even seeing it in the Senate deposition. But no, it was not — ^noth- 
ing I’ve seen refreshes my recollection that it occurred. I don’t remember the meet- 
ing. 

Question. Okay, and the letter also reads that both Presidential Personnel and the 
Department strongly recommend this appointment. 

Do you know who in the Department of Commerce strongly supported Mr. 
Huangs appointment? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock Make that Deposition Exhibit Number 11. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-11 was marked for identification.]. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a December 6 memo for Bruce Lindsey from Gary 
Christopherson, Associate Director Presidential Personnel, and from Eileen Parisi, 
who — ^White House Liaison, Department of Commerce. 

Can you tell us what Ms. Parisi’s position — what she did? 
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Answer. Says White House Liaison, Department of Commerce. 

Question. And what did that involve? 

Answer. Well, the White House Liaison and all were sort of their link back to the 
White House and specifically, fiiom my point of view, to the White House Personnel 
Office, so that they helped us identify positions that were available, they helped us 
understand what the qualifications were for the positions, and they helped us iden- 
tify potential candidates for those positions. 

Question. Do you recall any conversations you had with Ms. Paris! about John 
Huang? 

Answer. I don’t know if I know Eileen Paris! at all, and I was not in Personnel, 
by the way, on December 6, 1993. 

Question. Okay. Do you know why this memo is directed to you on December 6, 
1993? 

Answer. No. 1 can speculate, but I don’t know. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if you received it? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You don’t know, or you didn’t receive it? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. I believe — ^this December 6th memo as well as the October 18 memo, 
which I understand you don’t recollect, but do you recall there was a reference on 
both of them that Senator Paul Simon and Senator Conrad had supported Mr. 
Huang. Do you recall any vital communications you received from either of those 
Senators regarding Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No. 

We received hundreds if not thousands of congressional recommendations for can- 
didates, 99.9 percent of which I would never see. 

Question. Do you recall if anyone ever called you up there, made a phone call or 
anything, that left an impression on you from any congressional or Senate source? 

Answer. On behalf of John Huang? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Make this December 6 memo Deposition Exhibit Number 12. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-12 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So by December of 1993, you had moved on to your next position at the 
White House; is that correct? 

Answer. Sort of Was a position I held fix>m January 20th on, so Personnel was 
added to what I was previously doing, and I gave up Personnel, just continued to 
do what 1 was — my other responsibilities, which was senior adviser. 

Question. And that included traveling with the Ph’esident? 

Answer. Well, I traveled throughout the whole time I was Personnel Director, too. 
I started out with the title Assistant to the President, senior adviser and Director 
of Presidential Personnel. It was intended that I would start out with the title As- 
sistant to the I^sident and senior adviser. As I indicated earlier, when we were 
unable to find someone to handle the personnel functions after Dick Riley was ap- 
pointed Education Secretary, that was added to my portfolio. So in November after 
the Congress went home, I gave it up. 

Question. 'This is the March 25, 1994 memo to Beth Nolan from Maureen Lindsey, 
and I understand you are not in the Personnel Office at the time. 

Mr. Ballen. Coidd the Minority have a copy, please? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know who Maureen Lindsey is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. No relation? 

Answer. No relation. 

Question. Okay, and this memo is regarding the results of foUow-up interview 
witii John Huang, candidate for Deputy Assistant Secretary, East Asia and Pacific 
International Trade Administration, Commerce. 

So you did not see this document? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of any of the information about Mr. Huang that was 
relayed in this document at any time, in particular anything relating to deportation 
proceedings? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay, or anything relating to any tax problems? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. So — after you left the Personnel Office, do you recall ever hearing any- 
thing about John Huang again in terms of his position or his hiring at Commerce? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay, make that Deposition Exhibit Number 13. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-13 was marked for identification.]. 

Question. This is a document from the White House, EOP 10384 through 10401, 
which is titled “Memorandum for Prospective Appointees,” from Bernard Nussbaum, 
counsel to the President. And then it has a data statement questionnaire attached 
to it, which John Huang has filled out and signed at the bottom, and it’s dated 12- 
22-93. 

Were there any transition duties that you had as — when you left Personnel, were 
you stiU involved in any way with seeing any documents or anything in the Decem- 
ber time frame? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Is this generally — do you recall this form being something that was used 
when things moved on to the Counsel’s Office after it had been approved in your 
office? 

Answer. Yes. Well, I knew they sent a form, and I probably have seen this packet 
not filled out by anyone, but I don’t know of anyone in Personnel who saw — I don’t 
believe — I don’t know of anyone in Personnel who saw that information that came 
back came back to the Counsel’s Office and not back to our office. 

Question. So if this form has a date of 12-22-93, and it’s signed by John Huang, 
wordd this — ^you would have filled this form out for the Counsel’s Office by that 
date — ^this wasn’t something he filled out for your office? 

Answer. That’s correct 

Question. Or would have filled out for the Personnel Office? 

Answer. I believe this is something he would have filled out for the Counsel’s Of- 
fice. It’s part of their vetting process. 

Question. And if he was filling out forms for the Counsel’s Office, would that mean 
he would have been simed off for the Personnel Office at that point? 

Answer. He would have been — ^yes, assuming that there’s no vetting problems. 
That means he would have been simed off for by us — signed off on by us. 

Question. And were you aware of any vetting problems about Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In either the Personnel Office or the Counsel’s Office? 

Answer. Again, I don’t have any recollection. It is clear, at least from Mr. 
Christopherson’s testimony, it would appear that he raised with me the possibility 
that he was doing this fund-raiser and whether we should move forward with an 
appointment while the fund-raiser was pending. Again, according to G^, he and 
I had that discussion. I don’t recall that discussion — you know, if that is a, quote/ 
unquote, vetting problem, then apparently I was famiUar with it at the time. 

Mr. Ballen. Are we going to mark this? 

Ms. Comstock. No, not that exhibit. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I think earlier we had discussed Mr. Riady coming back to meet with 
the President for a photo op in the spring of 1993. I believe the date actually was 
April 13, 1993, the records we’ve obtained from the White House. This is a phone 
mess^e slip to Webb Hubbell from James Riady. It indicates that “Mr. Riady is at 
the OEOB. Please call.” 

Do you know who number was at that time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Riady making phone calls to Mr. Hubbell 
in this time frame — spring of 1993? 

Answer. I think — no, the answer to that is no. 

Question. I’m sorry, did you have anything you want to add to that? 

Answer. The question was did I know at the time that Mr. Riady was making 
phone calls to Mr. Hubbell? The answer is no. 

Question. Did there come a time that you learned that Mr. Riady did get in touch 
wifti Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I think there came a time in the last 6 months that I learned that this 
phone record existed and that Mr. Riady apparenUy called Mr. HubbeU from the 
OEOB. 

Question. Okay, but other than that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You did not know 
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Answer. No. 

Question. About him making phone calls from the White House? 

Mr. Ballen. For the record, how did you learn 

The Witness. I think you all probably leaked, the committee probably leaked, the 
phone records, and it was in the Washington Times. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay, this is GRO 1436, which are records of Mr. Hubbell’s phone 
records that actually, I believe, were discussed at a public hearing in February of 
1996 when Mr. HubbeU was asked about work with the Riadys. 

Answer. I don’t think I knew — I don’t think I remembered it firom that time 
frame. I mean 

Question. These are documents that are available to a number of committees for 
several years. 

Answer. Okay. 

Ms. Comstock Mark that Deposition Exhibit Number 14. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-14 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is another phone record of Webb Hubbell’s from 1993. Mr. Hub- 
bell’s — received a caU fix>m James Riady and Mark Grobmyer. Do you know Mr. 
Grobmyer? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of him working with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. In this time frame — I’m not sure what this time frame is. 

Question. Actually — ^these are ’92 and ’93. It doesn’t have 1993 on the date, but 
we do have a complete set of these, and these are firom 1993- 

Answer. The answer to that, I think, is no. 

Question. Mr. HubbeU was not at the Justice Department in 1994? 

Answer. Right. 'The answer is I don’t believe I knew Mark Grobmyer was working 
with Mr. Riady in 1993. 

Question. Okay. Did there come a time when you did learn that Mr. Grobmyer 
was working with Mr. Riady? 

Answer, ^ain, in the course of this investigation since. I’ve learned that Mr. 
Grobmyer either did or was trying to do some work with Mr. Riady. 

Question. You had no knowledge prior to that? 

Answer. I don’t think so, no. 

Mr. Ballen. Again, this is something you learned fiom press accounts? 

The Witness. Yeah, probably, or congressional testimony, or somefiiing like that. 

Ms. Comstock Good morning. Congressman Waxman. At this time if you would 
like to ask any questions? 

Mr. Waxman. I’U let you proceed. I want to hear how the tone is of this question- 
ing, whether you’re getting to the issues that are important, because I’m getting re- 
ports that a lot of &ese depositions are wandering in an unfocused way. But I’U 
sit in anyway. 

Ms. Comstock Thank you. If at any time you would like to ask questions, please 
let me know, and we’U stop and aUow you to have the floor. 

Mr. Waxman. Okay. 

Ms. Comstock Okay, make this Deposition Exhibit Number 15. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-15 was marked for identification.]. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that Mr. HubbeU was doing 
work for the Lippo Group after he left the Justice Department? 

Answer. I’m not sure what the answer to that is. There was a time that I was 
told that someone thought Mr. HubbeU was doing work for the Lippo Group or for 
the Riadys. 

Question. And who was that someone? 

Answer. It was probably Doim Buford. 

Question. And what did Mr. Buford teU you? 

^swer. WeU, it related to the Ust of people to go to — ^from Arkansas to go to Indo- 
nesia at the time that the President was going to Indonesia in November of 1994. 
I had been given a Ust that included a group of Arkansans and also included Mr. 
HubbeU’s name on it. I believe I asked why Webb’s name was on there, and I beUeve 
I was told that his name was on there bwause he was doing some work for him. 

Question. Okay, and who was Doug Buford? 
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Answer. Doug Buford is a former law partner of mine with the firm of Wright, 
Lindsey and Jennings in Little Rock, Arkansas. 

Question. And does Mr. Buford also do work for the Lippo Group? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what type of work does he do for them? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Do you know how long your former law firm has represented the Lippo 
Group? 

Answer. I believe since I left, but I don’t know when they began to represent him. 

Question. And while you were there, you had no knowledge of the Lippo Group 
being represented by Wright, Lindsey and Jennings? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. We did do work for Worthen Bank and Trust Company, 
and at one time the Riadys had an interest in Worthen Bank and Trust Company, 
but I don’t believe that we — I don’t remember or recall our law firm doing work for 
either the Riadys directly or the Lippo Group while I was there. 

Question. So you yourself did not do any work for the Lippo Group at any time 
while you were at l^Wght, Lindsey and Jennings? 

Answer. Other than 1 did labor work for Worthen. 

Question. Okay, and this is a September 21, 1994 memo to John Huang fh)m Joe 
Hanna regarding the Arkansas delegation list. 

Is this me list that you were referring to regarding the trip to Jakarta in Novem- 
ber of ’94? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. 

Question. Okay. Have you ever seen this list before? 

Answer. 1 don’t believe so. 

Question. Okay. This was produced to us by the White House. It’s EOF 20112, 
and then there is another copy of it, which is also — just attached here, which was 
20359, both documents from tne White House. 

Do you recall John Huang giving you any such list? 

Answer. No, not to me. I believe I learned it through a memo from Marsha Scott. 

Question. You learned about the Arkansas delegation from a memo from Marsha 
Scott? 

Answer. I believe so, yes. 

Question. And could you tell us about that? 

Answer. I believe at some point Marsha Scott sent maybe Mack McLarty and I 
a memo indicating that there is going to be a group of Arkansans who were going 
to attend the Asian Pacific Economic Conference. Shortly thereafter Mack and I, 
mavbe Marsha, met, decided, concluded, that we didn’t think it was a good idea, 
and I took on the responsibility of trying to stop it. I called Doug Buford at some 
point asking what he knew about it. We talked about it. I told him I didn’t think 
it was a good idea. He relayed that back to the Riadys, and in effect it was canceled. 

Question. The list that you saw from Marsha Scott, was that shorter or longer 
than this list? 

Answer. Shorter than this one. 

Question. Okay. Do you know how Marsha Scott had made up her list? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if she had talked to Mr. Buford. 

Answer. No, I doubt if she talked to Mr. Buford, but I don’t know how she did 
it. 

Question. When she came to you, did you have any idea how she learned about 
this? 

Answer. No. 

Question. She never told you where the idea came from? 

Answer. If she did, I don’t recall. But, I mean, she just had a list of people that 
she said were planning to— Arkansans — who were planning to attend the APEC con- 
ference. You know, how she got that list or how she learned about the list, I 
don’t 

Question. And what was her position at the time in the fall of ’94? 

Answer. Probably stUl head of White House Correspondents, probably — ’94 — oh, 
no, I don’t know if she was still head of White House Correspondents then. She may 
have been in — I don’t know. 

Question. Okay. Do you know who had tasked her to work on this or how she got 
to work on it? 

Answer. I don’t think anybody tasked her. I think what she was asking was to 
be a part of it. I think she wanted to go and sort of supervise the Arkansans who 
were going to be there. So I think it was her way of tiydng to include herself into 
the trip. 

Question. But you have no knowledge of how she heard about the trip? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. I mean, heard about the Arkansas delegation? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. It’s been asked and answered now three times. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know whose handwriting is on this document? 

Answer. I’m not a handwriting' expert. 

Question. I’m just wondering if you recognize the handwriting. 

Answer. I believe it’s Mack’s — ^McLarty’s. 

Question. Do you recall Mr. McLarty ever giving you a list or sharing a list with 
you of the Arkansas delegation? 

Answer. No, I had a meeting with Mr. McLarty in which we discussed Arkansans 
going. I don’t remember him sharing a list with me. 

Question. And that meeting was with McLarty and Marsha Scott? 

Answer. I told you I didnT remember whether Marsha Scott was there. I knew 

it was Mike and I, and Marsha Scott may have 

Question. Do you know if anybody else was present at that meeting? 

Answer. I don’t recall — ^no, could be, but I don’t recall. 

Question. When — ^you had said when you talked to Doug Buford, you told him it 
was a bad idea to have this list of people come? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And 

Mr. Ballen. Again for the record, not this list, but in terms of the exhibit before 
the witness 

Mr. Murphy. A group of Arkansans. 

The Witness. Correct. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And did you have a correction of the group that was going to be going, 
who it was? 

Answer. I believe on Marsha’s memo there listed a mup of people who were 

a g or— you know, at some point I had a list of i>eople who were going, including — 
e on this list, and it had Pryor on it, and it nad the Governor on it, it imd 
trbbmyer, it had a good number of the people who were on this list. But I don’t 
think it had my wife’s name on it, for example. You know. 

Question. And your wife is here as niunber 14; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Do you know why — ^I mean, you said the hst that you saw did 
include — I’m sorry — I don’t think we have that of Marsha Scott’s, do you? 

Answer. I don’t have it. 

Question. We haven’t seen it, so I don’t know, so I’m sorry we’re working off this 
one which we received from the White House. I’m not familiar with the one frt>m 
Marsha Scott. 

Do you know why, for example. Governor Tucker was included in this delegation? 
Mr. Murphy. Objection. He doesn’t even know who formulated the group. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did you have any discussion about Mr. Tucker being — Governor Tucker 
being included in the delegation? 

Answer. Yes, because — no. I mean, I asked whether Mr. 'Tucker was going. I 
asked whether Senator Pryor was going. My attitude about the delegation was dif- 
ferent if they were going to go. If they wanted to head a deleration of Arkansans 
to go to Indonesia, who am I to tell them they can’t do that? I learned in talking 
wim Mr. Buford that it was unlikely that either of them were going, you know, 
which again reinforced my view that £his was not a good idea. 

Question. What was your understanding of who was going to go then, if it 
wasn’t 

Answer. I wrote a memo, and I went through — ^you know, I don’t have it, but I 
went through the people who we talked about and who we took off the list and who 
was still on the list. 

Question. This is an undated memo; is that the memo referred to? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And this is a memo to Mack McLarty and John Podesta from Bruce 
Lindsey — ^is that your signature on the “from” line? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And it’s re: Arkansas delegation to APEC. 
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So this was the memo that you were referring to? 

Answer. Yes. 

You know, again, I had a list that when — ^in talking with Doug and with John 
Tisdale, we — you know, these people appeared to have a reason for being there, as 
I tried to explain, for the most part. The rest of the people did not seem to have 
a reason for going. I wasn’t going to deny anybody the right to go to Indonesia if 
they had a lemtimate reason for being there. I just didn’t think that there should 
be a laige delegation of Arkansans that the Riadys knew over there because they 
believed the President would like to see some, you know, friendly faces. And so 
these were the people who in the end had some reason, in my judgment, for being 
in Indonesia during the Conference. 

Question. And in this memo, you begin it sa}dng, “I spoke with John Tisdale and 
Doug Buford.” 

Do you recall speaking with John Tisdale? 

Answer. I believe — I think I called Doug. I think John was in the room and they 
put me on the conference line, speakerphone. 

Question. So Mr. Tisdale alro was at Wright, Lindsey & Jennings? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And to your knowledge, does Mr. Tisdale also work on Lippo matters? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Do you know approximately when you wrote this memo? There is not 
a (&te on it? 

Answer. No. Obviously, it was before we went to Indonesia. But I don’t know. I 
would say late October, but I don’t know that for a fact. 

Question. Late sometime in October or late October 1994? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Okay. ’This is for the November 9th Jakarta trip; is that correct? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Do you know why you memo it to John Podesta? 

Answer. John may have b^n in this meeting that I had with Mack. Again, 1 don’t 
know why. 

Question. Do you recall discussing this issue with Mr. Podesta at aU? 

Answer. No, not in — no. It doesn’t mean I didn’t. I just don’t recall. 

Question. And is that Mr. — I’m sorry, on the right-hand comer there, do you rec- 
ognize the handwriting on the document? 

Answer. The “to Leon from McLarty’7 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you recognize the handwriting on the bottom of the page? 

Answer. That appears to be Mack’s handwriting. 

Question. Okay. 

Mr. Waxman. Counsel, I just want to observe that you asked a lot of questions 
pertaining to this memo before it was presented to Mr. Lindsey. Might this proceed- 
ing be a little bit more expeditious if you gave the document and then a^ed the 
questions about the document to Mr. lindsey or any other witnesses have a chance 
to review it and re^ond to it? 

Ms. Comstock. Well, I was asking about the previous memo and it became appar- 
ent that general sentence talked about this memo, and I provided it to him so we 
could discuss it. We were trying to establish this was a document that was in the 
White House, which apparently no one knows how it got in there, frem Mr. Huang. 

Why don’t I go ahead and make this previous September 21st, 1994, memo Depo- 
sition Exhibit Number 16, and make Mr. Lindsey’s memo Deposition Exhibit Num- 
ber 17. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-16 was marked for identification.] 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-17 was marked for identification.] 

E3CAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So the list of people that you have on this list 

Mr. Murphy. Exhibit 17. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Exhibit 17, on your memo we’re talking about now, is it your recollec- 
tion that you got this from the list that Marsha Scott gave you, or did you independ- 
ently come up with the list? 

Answer. 1 don’t know — in discussing with Doug who was going, we walked 
through all the people that they thought were going and 1 would ask, why is that 
person going, what is he doing, what role did he play, and in the end came up 
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with — I mean, you know, frankly Doug may have a broader list. But in the end, 
these were people that we — imderstood had a reason for being there other than 
just going. 

Question. The September 21st memo is from Joe Hanna. Do you know Joe Hanna? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any knowledm of Joe Hanna is an employee at Lippo. 
Does that assist you at all in recalling who Joe Hanna is? 

Answer. No, I don’t know Joe Hanna. 

Question. And do you have any knowledge of Mr. Huang being in touch with 
Lippo employees in connection with the Jakarta APEC trip in the fafl of 1994? 

.Amswer. No. 

Question. So you have no knowledge as to why Mr. Huang would be receiving a 
list from Mr. Hanna? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And the September 21st memo indicates it was prepared by James 
Riady and Joe Giroir. 

When you talked with Mr. Buford, were you— did he mention anything about Mr. 
Riady or Mr. Giroir working on a Ust? 

Answer. Well, I always understood it was a Riady list. 

Question. Because they were going to be paying for the delegation to go over 
there; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s my understanding, yes. 

Back up a little bit. There was a delegation from Arkansas that went to the ’93 
APEC conference in Seattle. It was headed by Jim Guy Tucker. The purpose of that 
delegation was to try to develop relations with some of these Asian coimtries to try 
to bring business to Arkansas. It acted, for the most part, independent of the Ifresi- 
dent or the President’s being there, '^ey simply used that as an opportunity to 
make a pitch for Arkansas on behalf of these Asian countries. 

Again, you know, originally when we got a list with Jim Guy Tucker on it and 
David Meyer’s name appeared, could be something similar. As I found out they were 
not planmng to go, then it became more problematic, in my view, as to why we were 
senoing a delegation if there was nobody sort of really heading the delegation. So 
again, you say the Riadys were going to pay for it. I uiink that was always an as- 
sumption. I don’t know if I knew that. 

Question. So I was asking you, in your understanding 

Answer. I, frankly, don’t know — I knew the Riadys were encouraging the delega- 
tion. I don’t know whether or not they intended to pay for the delegation or whether 
every person who was going to go was going to pay their own way. So, again, I don’t 
know the answer to that. 

Question. And you had mentioned the fall ’93 APEC meeting, so I just wanted to 
show you a memo from that time frame. This is a September 7th, 1993, memo to 
you from Maria Haley. And, then, is it your testimony, then, you attended that 
APEC meeting in ’93 also? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recaU the Riadys being at that meeting? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And Governor Tucker was also at that meeting, correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Were you aware of Nora and Gene Lum being at that APEC conference? 

Answer. 1 don’t think so. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about them being represented by John 'Tis- 
dale? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question, .^d when did you learn of that? 

Answer. Since they got into trouble. I mean, since, you know, it was in the press 
that John represent^ them. 

Question. Other than press accounts, you had no knowledge of that? 

Answer. I think John has told me that he represented the Lums. 

Question. Do you recall when he told you about that? 

Answer. No. I think it has been, again, the last year or so, but I don’t recall ex- 
actly when. 

Mr. Waxman. Counsel, I’m going to have to leave. But I would like to ask a few 
questions. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WAXMAN: 

Question. Mr. Lindsey, first of aU, let me thank you for being hear for this deposi- 
tion. I know it is an in^sion on your time. 
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Politicians often refer to each other as “good friends.” As a matter of fact, the pro- 
tocol of the House often requires us, in order to not say an 3 rthing to the contrary, 
we refer to each other as “my long-time, good friend.” 

Do you have any reason to b^eve that President Clinton’s description of John 
Huang as a “good and long-time friend” in 1996 was anything other than a conven- 
tional expression of gratitude to one of his many dedicated poUticEd supporters? 

Answer. No, sir. f mean, I knew that they knew each other and had come into 
contact with each other over the years. And, as you know, BUI Clinton makes 
Mends fairly easUy. But, you know, I did not know that his relationship with John 
Huang was any dmerent than his relationships with hundreds of other people who 
have also been supporters of his in the past and who he has come in contact with 
through various pohtical and governmental occasions. 

Question. It is just not unusual for politicians to talk about others as “good 
Mends” when they are acquaintances or supporters? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. I know my good Mend, Chairman Dan Burton, would want me to have 
it clarified for the record! 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. Counsel. I’m going to have to go to my office and meet 
with some other people, but I’U try to come back. Thank you. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. In your memo. Exhibit 17, when you say the list has been whittled 
down, do you know who was involved in that whittling process besides yourself? 

Answer. I think Doug Buford and John Tisdale. I mean, I would ask them — they 
would tell me who was going. I would ask them why they are going, what role they 
have, what responsibility, why are they on the list. And as we got to people that 
we couldn’t — who didn’t have a role, I suggested that they not go. 

Question. And do you know what Mr. (Sobmyer’s reason for going was? 

Answer. Yeah, listed here he is the chairman of the international business com- 
munity of the Little Rock Chamber of Commerce. 

Question. Aside finm that, were you aware of his business dealings with the 
Riadys or Asian businesses? 

Answer. Again, I don’t think I knew of his relationship with the Riadys, if he had 
any sort of business relationship at the time. But I did know that he was active 
in this international business center that they had in Little Rock. 

Question. And you wrote that Doug, I guess meaning Doug Buford, who nego- 
tiated the revised list with James Riady, asked about list status and that he clearly 
would like to go but will do whatever we want. 

Who was “we” there? 

Answer. The White House. 

Question. And what was he told? 

Answer. He did not go. 

Question. And was that 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, for the record, who is “he”? 

The Witness. Doug Buford did not go. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Was he asked not to go by the White House? 

Answer. I think I suggested to him, since I couldn’t, you know — I was Chairman 
Elect or President Elect of the Chamber, but I think I told him I thought it better 
he didn’t go. 

Question. And then the next line there says, “he believes his presence will help 
to control the group.” 

Do you know what you meant by how he was going to control the woup? 

Answer. I think he — ^you know, “control” I put in quotes. I think he thought he 
would be able to help, sort of make sure that tiiey did go where they were supposed 
to go, didn’t to intrude upon the President’s time. 

As you notice, I say that wey don’t expect to do anything with the President. Peo- 
ple can have that sort of understanding on one level and not on another level, and 
I think he thought he could make sure that they did not try to establish meetings 
or, you know, interfere with what the President’s official responsibilities were while 
he was there. 

Question. Then, as you said in the next paragraph, it says, “delegation does not 
expect to do anything with the President, but would like to be invited to the Amer- 
ican reception.” 

Do you know if they were, indeed, invited? 

Answer. I don’t know. 
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Question. Do you know if they were invited to any speeches or any events? 

Answer. I think they were probably invited to whatever public events — ^for exam- 
ple, Systematic and Entergy, the Department of Commerce had some sort of a big — 
I want to call it affair, but it wasn’t, sort of where they showed Arkansas — not Ar- 
kansas, American companies and products and the Pr^ident gave a speech there. 

My guess is that any Arkansans who were there were invited to that, but I don’t 
know Qiat for a fact. 

Mr. Ballen. Do you know for a fact who, if any, of these individuals actually 
went? 

The Witness. I remember seeing Mark Grobmyer, not in Indonesia, but in the 
Philippines. So I don’t know whether he went to Indonesia or not. We went to the 
Philippines before that. Paul Beny, I don’t believe went. Someone from University 
of Arkansas Medical Sciences, I don’t believe it was Alan or Gene Suggs, the presi- 
dent of the system, but I think it may have been Harry — and I can’t think of Harry’s 
last name 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 


Question. Ward? 

Answer. Ward, who was head of the medical school, went. 

Question. Now, Harry Ward was on the September 21st, 1994, memo? 

Answer. Okay. I think I may have gone and Alan and Gene Suggs did not go. I 
don’t know — don’t recall seeing the Cranfords. And I don’t know who the rep- 
resentatives from Entergy or Systematic would have been. So I think only two or 
three at most of these people actually went. 

The people that I do remember going were directly related with this sort of sister 
school relationship between the University of Arkansas School of Medical Science 
and some Indonesian medical school. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Were you aware Mr. HubbeU went on the trip at aU? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell previously going to Jakarta on the trip 
in the fall of 1994? 

Answer. Again, not at the time. I think I learned that later that he went over 
there at one point again for press reports. 

Question. Did you have discussions about whether or not Mr. Hubbell should be 
included on the trip? 

Answer. Yes. I asked Mr. Buford why Mr. Hubbell was on the list, and I believe 
Mr. Buford told me that he thought he was doing some work for the Riadys. The 
extent of my knowledge at any point that Webb Sd any work for the Riadys, and 
again that’s not — I don’t know — at the time I didn’t know that he had done any 
work. I just know that Doug said he thought he was on a list because it was his 
understanding that he thought he was doing some work for the Riadys. 

Question. Do you recall relaying that to Mr. McLarty or others at the White 
House? 

Answer. I don’t think so. I think, since he was not on the revised list, I don’t think 
we talked about who wasn’t going. I think we talked about who was going and why. 

Question. Do you recall if he was on Marsha Scott’s list? 

Answer. I believe he may have been, but I don’t think — I don’t recall. 

Question. And have you seen the Marsha Scott list recently? Have you had an op- 
portunity to review that list? 

Answer. I’ve seen it sometime in the last year. I mean, I don’t know what “re- 
cently.” I have not reviewed it in the last month or month and a half. 

Question. So that’s a document that you’ve seen at the White House? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Murphy. I think we saw it in the documents produced by the White House 
to the Senate. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock I apologize if we’ve missed it. 

Mr. Murphy. It may have at his deposition. I just don’t remember. 

The Witness. Could be. It was a memo saying there was this delegation going. 
I am almost sure it listed some of the people in the delegation, though I coiSd be 
wrong about that, then sa 3 dng I’d like to go and sort of be responsible for these peo- 
ple. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall what Marsha Scott was told about the delegation? 

Answer. Marsha apparently received a copy of my memo. I dorft know that. I 
don’t know. 

Question. Do you know if she went on the trip? 

Answer. She did not go on the trip. 

Question. You don’t know of any discussions with her about somebody teUing her 
“you’re not going to go on the trip*? 

Answer. I may have told her she wasn’t going on the trip, but I don’t recall. 
Question. Do you recall discussing this with Leon Panetta? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or with John Angel in his office? 

Answer. Who? 

Question. Is it John Angel? 

Ms. Remington. Angel. 

The Witness. Angel? No. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And Skip Rutherford, do you recall if you discussed it with Skip Ruther- 
ford? 

Answer. No. Did I discuss it with Skip? 

Question. Yes. I mean, that’s Mr. McLarty’s handwriting on there, so I’m asking 
if you recall discussing it with Skip Rutherford? 

Answer. No. I don’t see Skip’s name on it. Is 4 Skip? 

Question. That’s number 4, yes. 

Answer. I don’t remember discussing it with Skipper. 

Question. Do you know if he went on the trip? 

Answer. He did not. 

Question. Do you know why Mr. McLarty wanted Skip Rutherford’s input on this 
whole Arkansas delegation? 

Answer. No. Is Skip on the longer list? 

Question. No. 

Answer. No, I do not know. 

Question. You had mentioned earlier, you had noted that your wife’s name was 
on this list. 

Did any list that you see have your wife’s name on it? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And were you aware of the Riadys ever approaching you or discussing 
with you taking your wife on this trip? 

Answer. No. Tne answer to that is, no one ever approached me about Bev going 
on this trip. 

Question. And she doesn’t do any work for Lippo or the Riadys or ansdhing like 
that? 

Answer. No. She, at this time, was head of a Department, State Department, De- 
partment of Arkansas Heritage. 

Question. The last paragraph in your memos reads that “James Riady and his fa- 
ther would like to have an opportunity to visit briefly with President Cunton during 
the visit.” 

Did that occur? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And when did that occur? 

Answer. They came by the room for about 5 minutes before we went to some 
event. 

Question. Who came? 

Answer. James and his father, and I think both wives, but I don’t know. 

Question. Both wives? 

Answer. Wives, both Mochtar Riad/s wife and James Riad/s wife. 

Question. And they came by the President’s hotel? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you were there? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And could you describe that meeting? 

Answer. It was just, “Hello. How are you?” And then they said a prayer. 

Question. And that was all that occuircd? 

Answer. Yeah. I don’t even know if they ever sat down. I think it was just right — 
sort of right there they stood around, they talked about old times, you know, about 
when they had met before, and then Mr. Riady — Mochtar Riady is apparently a very 
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religious man; and as they were about to leave, he wanted to say a prayer. So they 
said a prayer. 

Question. And was anyone else at the meeting? 

Answer. Mrs. Clinton may have been there. I don’t recall. 

Question. And, so, it was you and the President and Mrs. Clinton? 

Answer. Maybe, and the Riadys. 

Question. And this says, “We should try to schedule a 15-minute meeting for 
them.” 

Do you recall, was this a scheduled meeting? 

Answer. Scheduled in the sense that we were going to try to do it when we were 
there. It was not scheduled in the sense that it was on the schedule. It was during 
right before the President was to leave for something. And I don’t think it lasted 
15 minutes. I think it lasted less than that. And they, basically, came by the hotel 
room as the Clintons were about to leave either for a dinner or meeting or some 
other event. 

Question. But do you recall if it was planned to have them come by, who was in- 
volved in planning that? 

Answer. No. My — no. 

Question. Presumably, the President’s scheduler would have to have something to 
do with that? 

Answer. No, I doubt it. 

Question. I’m not sure how this works when you’re in a foreign country, but if 
someone were coming to visit the President in the White House, they would have 
to go through some procedures in getting in and getting waved in. 

Is that not the case when he travels? 

Answer. No. What would happen most likely — and I’m speculating because I don’t 
recall — is Mack and I would have talked about it after this meeting; and if he 
speed, which I assumed he probably did, that, you know, we should do it, I prob- 
ably would have told the President at some point that, before you leave one time, 
I think, you know, we will 

Back up. The Riadys wanted the Clintons to go to their house, and that was not 
going to happen. The President was not going to go to the Riadys’ house while he 
was there. And, so, I think I probably said to James one time, look, the President 
is scheduled to leave at 6:00 to go X. Why don’t you and your dad come by at ten 
till. I would have then told the Secret Service that the Riadys were going to come 
by so they would have known that they were coming up, womd have let them come 
up. I would have met them in the hallway and made sure the Clintons were ready 
and knocked on the door, and they would have visited. 

Question. Would that be all that was involved? Secret Service doesn’t have to run 
a name check? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or do anything you normally do here? Can you just go to the Secret 
Service and say “someone is going to come up to see the President. It’s okay*? 

Answer. “Okay, let them up”. 

Question. And then you would escort them to see the President, would that be the 
normal procedure? 

Answer. That would be the normal — ^“normal” is not the right word. That would 
be a procedure on something like this. 

Question. So that wouldn’t appear on any t 3 fpe of public record? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or any type of record that anybody keeps of the schedule? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. 

Mr. Murphy. Is the memo Mr. Lindsey wrote Exhibit 17? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. 

Mr. Murphy. And are you marking the Maria Haley to Bruce Lindsey memo of 
September 

Ms. Comstock. Yeah, 111 go ahead and make that Deposition Exhibit Number 18. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-18 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Murphy. Okay. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Were you aware of March Fong Eu being on the trip to Jakarta? 

Answer. No. 

Question. This is a document from Hip Hing Holdings to James Riady from Am- 
bassador March Fong Eu, September 30th, 1994. It begins by saying, “I look forward 
to seeing you in Jakarta.” 
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Second paragraph, midway through the second paragraph, says, “In the mean- 
time, I am asldng Bruce Lindsey and another couple of my White House contacts 
to get word to the White House staffers working on the conference that I will be 
there and to see if any name could be added to the official American delegation list." 

Answer. I don’t recall that document. I don’t believe she was part of the official 
delegation. 

Question. Do you recall her contacting you or anybody that you were working with 
about 

Answer. No. 

Question. Including her in some t 5 rpe of delegation? 

Answer. I don’t recall, no. 

Question. Were there any other events in the fall of ’94 in Jakarta that she would 
have been — I’m trying to determine if there is any other event in Jakarta that she 
may have been referring here to that the President was involved in? 

Answer. No. I assume — I don’t know dates of the APEC conference, but I would 
assume this was the APEC conference. 

Question. And then the fifth paragraph here, second fi-om the bottom, discusses 
spending a few days in Bali. 

Were you aware of Mr. Riady having people stay in Bah as some part of this dele- 
gation? 

Answer. I know that the Arkansans that he wanted to take, he wanted to, then 
alter the APEC, he wanted to take them to Bah. 

Question. And do you know if that occurred? 

Answer. No, I don’t beheve it did. The delegation didn’t occur. 

Question. There’s been reported a trip that Mr. HubbeU went on to Bah. Is that 
a separate trip, then, in the faU of ’94? Was this a separate one from this, if you 
have any knowledge of it? 

Answer. Mr. HubbeU did not go on the APEC trip. So, yes, it would have to be 
separate from the APEC trip. 

Mr. Ballen. If, in fact, you knew whether or not he went. 

The Witness. If he went. He was not part of the APEC trip, and he was not there 
during the APEC conference that I know of. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Riady taking any group of people 
to Bah after this conference? 

Answer. No. 

Question. That was something you had originaUy heard about in terms of this big- 
ger group? 

Answer. Right, when he was going to do this bigger group, they were going to go 
to the conference and then go to B^. The group didn’t occur. It didn’t happen. So, 
as far as I know, nobody went to Bah. 

Question. And what was the purpose of going to Bah? 

Answer. I think there’s supposed to be a wonderful golf course. I think it was fun 
and relaxing. 

Question. And then I believe you testified you didn’t know if he was going to pay 
for it, but your understanding was you thought he was going to? 

Answer. The answer is, you know, you asked a question about whether or not he 
was taking his delegation. I was trying to answer it by saying, I don’t know whether 
he was taking this delegation or whether he was simply inviting the delegation and 
they were going to be expected to pay their own way. I just don’t know the answer 
to that. 

Ms. Comstock Make this Deposition Exhibit Number 19. 18 was the ’93 APEC 
meeting. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-19 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Murphy. Ms. Comstock, do you have any thoughts about lunch? 

Ms. Comstock Well, I guess you’ve given me the 3:30 time hne, but I don’t think 
we’re going to be able to finish. We’re not going to get that through without lunch. 
I’d be happy to break for lunch, and if you can give me time here. 

Mr. Murphy. Can we go to 5:00 or 6:00? 

The Witness. Personally, it is better for me to skip lunch and get through so I 
can go back to work. 

Mr. Ballen. Maybe at some point we can take a 10-minute break. 

The Witness. Yeah, that’s fine. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Were you aware of Susan Thomases doing any work for the lippo 
Group or for the Riadys? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You have no knowledge of her being on any trips paid for by the Riadys 
or entertaining any ideas like that? 

Answer. No. First time I ever heard it. Haven’t even read that one. 

Question. Returning to Mr. Hubbell, when did you first learn of Mr. Hubbell’s 
legal problems with the Rose Law Firm? 

Mr. Murphy. You mean legal problems of any sort? 

Ms. Comstock With the Rose Law Firm. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Why don’t we make it of any sort, since some of them extend beyond 
the firm. 

Answer. I don’t know the answer to that. I think — I’m trying to remember wheth- 
er in January or February — I think I first learned about it in the press. So I’m try- 
ing to remember when the first story was fiiat he was having some sort of discus- 
sions with his law partners about legal matters. But I think that was the first I 
learned about it 

Question. This is one of the first extensive articles on it. It is March 2nd, 1994, 
in the Post; “Law Firm Probing Hubbell. Billing Irregularities Alleged. Clinton De- 
nies Wrongdoing.” 

Answer. Yeah, I don’t know if this is the one that I knew about it. But I think 
I first learned almut it through a press report. 

Question. Prior to the press reports, had vou heard from any Arkansas legal col- 
leagues about any rumblings about Mr. Hubbell having problems with the firm? 

i&swer. I’m having trouble sequencing the time. At some point, I learned that 
Webb had represented his father-in-law and his brother-in-law in a matter on a con- 
tingency basis, which they lost, and that there was a disagreement among the firm 
ana Webb as to what the terms of the contingency arrangement was. 

I don’t remember — I can’t tell you today whether I Teamed that before— before 
this or after this. 

Mr. Ballen. ‘This” being the newspaper? 

The Witness. “This” being the article. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Just to give you a time line. Special Counsel Fisk had been appointed 
in late January ’94. Then there were stories about documents at the Rose Firm 
being shredded and there were these two young paralegals who had been — ^it would 
have been in early February ’94, and then there were the matters with Roger Alt- 
man in mid February 1994. 

Does that help place in time when you learned of Mr. Hubbell’s problems 

Answer. No. 

Question. Whether it was before or after these events? 

Mr. Ballen. I’ll object. These are unrelated. You’re stating events, and we can 
talk about other evente, but why these would help with Mr. Hubbell 

Ms. Comstock In terms of special counsel being appointed. He very quickly 
began looking into Mr. Hubbell’s billings and things. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I’m wondering if, following the appointment of special coimsel, if you 
heard an 3 rthing from Arkansas? 

Answer. No. In fact, I think the premise — I don’t know when the special counsel 
began looking in Mr. Hubbell’s billings. The question of shredding of documents 
didn’t have anything to do with Webb’s billings; it had to do with, you know. White- 
water-related documents. And Roger Altman certainly didn’t have anything to do 
with Webb. 

Now, again, I don’t know whether or not just through general discussion in Ar- 
kansas or among the Arkansas bar that I knew that there was general imhappiness 
about Webb’s handling of this lawsuit for his father in terms of how much it cost 
and who bore the cost or whether these stories came out and later I heard those 
stories. Nothing you’ve said helps me with the sequencing of whether I heard about 
it beforehand or after. 

Question. Okay. Then directing your attention to the fourth paragraph here, it 
does mention that the pace of the Rose Firm’s inquiiy has sped up in recent weeks 
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as the law firm was subpoenaed in a criminal investigation by Special Counsel Rob- 
ert Fisk, who was investigating President Clinton’s Whitewater land venture. 

It just discusses generally that the Rose Law Firm was being subpoenaed, I guess, 
at some time prior to March 2nd? 

Answer. Yeah. But if I recall, those subpoenas and the documents didn’t relate 
to Webb’s problem, they relate — — 

Question. No, it doesn’t indicate that here. I’m just wondering whether that re- 
freshes your recollection whether you had heard anything in the context of Mr. Fisk 
subpoenaing documents from the firm that these other matters might arise in the 
course of him looking at the firm in general? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So your first recollection of hearing about Mr. Hubbell’s problems, then, 
is from the press? 

Answer. No, I can’t say that. 

Mr. Ballen. He’s testified three times to this now. 

Mr. Murphy. Objection. He testified that, either from some conversations with Ar- 
kansas lawyers or from press inquiry, he heard something about it. 

Ms. Comstock. Of a billing dispute. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Do you have a recollection of any person talking with you about this 
when you first learned of it? 

Answer. Not when I first learned of it, no. 

Question. Did there come a time when you discussed this with people at the White 
House? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Ballen. Is there a time frame? 

The Witness. I don’t think so. I mean, I assume at some time, especially around 
the time he resigned, that we discussed it. But I don’t think — I mean, again, I don’t 
remember talking to anybody at the White House. I’m sure we probably talked 
about this article once we saw it. But I don’t have any specific recollection of that. 
And I certainly don’t remember talking to anybody before it was generally known. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. At this time, were you responding to Whitewater inquiries, in general, 
with the press? 

Answer. Depends on what “this time” is. 

Question. Meu^h of ’94? 

Answer. John and I probably — both John Podesta and I both were probably doing 
it around then. After the Independent Counsel was appointed and after and around 
the time that I got a grand jury subpoena based upon the so-caUed RTC meeting, 
I quit handling it altogether. Now, I think that’s slightly later in March, if I recall. 

Question. I think that was March 4th. 

Answer. Well, that’s close to March 2nd. After I became involved in that, I quit 
handling press inquiries. So this is around the time that I was transitioning out of 
it. 

Question. Between March 2nd and March 14th, which is the date that Mr. Hub- 
beU annoxmced his resignation, do you recall any conversations you had with the 
President about Mr. Hubbell? 

Mr. Murphy. You can answer that “yes” or “no” just to start off. 

The Witness. I don’t recall, no. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall if you had any conversations with the President? 

Answer. Again, if I was around the press, around the time of this article, I think 
he and I woiud have talked about it. But I don’t remember whether we did. 

Question. You have no general recollections of discussing Mr. Hubbell with the 
President prior to his resignation, then? 

Answer. Again, you know, around the time these stories came out, if I was around 
the President, I would have said, “Did you see the stories” and we could have had 
a general conversation about it. Do I recall those conversations? No. I mean, it is 
only — again. I’m not recalling an 3 d;hing. I’m just saying that if, on the day of the 
Washington Post story, I saw them. I’m sure I probably said something to him about 
it. 

Question. You don’t recall seeing him or saying an 3 rthing? 
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Answer. If I didn’t see him, I don’t recall, I don’t think I ever made a special point 
of calling him or going to see him to talk about it. But if I was with him and saw 
him, we probably talkM about it. 

Question. But you can’t recall even generally any conversations? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. For the record, that’s the third time the witness has been 
asked the question, and he has answered it each time. 

The Witness. The conversation would have been no more than, you know, “Did 
you see the story? What do you think is going to happen?” You know, I don’t know 
any more than that. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So the President never asked you to look into anything 

Answer. No. 

Question. About Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or your opinion on Mr. Hubbell or anything like that that you can re- 
call? 

Answer. No. He knew my opinion of Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. Had you discussed Mr. Hubbell’s legal problems with the President 
prior to this? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What do you mean when you say 

Answer. Webb Hubbell is a fi-iend of mine. The President knows that. He is a 
fiiend of the President’s. 

Question. But did he ever say to you “we need to look into this” or anything that 
led you to believe that there might need to be some evaluation of this matter? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. The witness has asked and answered it. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Were you aware of Jim Blair looking into these matters for the Presi- 
dent? 

Mr, Murphy. Webb Hubbell matter? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Webb Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Jim Blair being in touch with anybody at the Rose 
Law Firm about Mr. Hubbell’s problems with the firm? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Jim Blair talking with the President about Mr. Hub- 
bell? 

Answer. No. Later I became aware that apparently — and, again, this was through 
the press or something — that there was two or three conversations on, like, the Fri- 
day and Saturday, but I learned that all after the fact. 

Question. That there were conversations with whom? 

Answer. If I remember right, that Jim Blair and the President had a conversation, 
that Jim Blair then had a conversation 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Is this from reading the newspaper accounts? 

The Witness. Yes. Again, I know no more about that than what is in the press. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Actually, I don’t believe Mr. Blair's conversations with the President 
have been 

Answer. There’s been a story somewhere that says, I thought, that said that Jim 
spoke to the President on, like, the Friday or the Saturday and then maybe spoke 
to Mr. Hubbell. I think that has been in the press. 

Question. And your recollection is — and those are accoimts very recently that Mr. 
Blair said that he had 

Answer. Right. 

Question. That told people at the White House? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. But your understanding was he talked with the President? 

Answer. I thought he did, yeah. I thought it was in the story. I’m tr3nng to relate 
the story. So if it’s not in the 
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Mr. Ballen. Mr. Lindsey, if you’re trying to relate a story that we can all read, 
I don’t think that serves 

Mr. Murphy. You’re not advancing the committee’s inquiry. 

The Witness. I have no knowledge, then, except what was in the press accounts. 
And the press accounts are obviously of what Mr. Blair said probably a better indi- 
cation of what happened than my tiying to recall what the press eulicle said. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And at that time did you 

Answer. At what time? 

Question. At the time prior to Mr. Hubbell resigning, you had no discussions with 
Mr. Blair? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And did you have any discussions with the First Lady about Mr. Hub- 
bell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were there discussions in the counsel’s office that you recall about Mr. 
Hubbell? 

Answer. Again, not any sort of an official way. I mean, I may have — ^you know, 
I probably would have said something to Cheryl Mills or someone else once the sto- 
ries were in there. But, again, it would have been talking about what was in the 
press, not about any sort of independent investigation or independent knowledge. 

Question. But you don’t recall the President or the First Lady ever expressing any 
concern to you prior to Mr. Hubbell’s resignation? 

Answer. About what? 

Question. About any problems that he had with the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. I don’t remember him expressing it to me, no. 

Question. Were you aware of — do you have any knowledge of the First Lady being 
in touch with anybody at the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you talk to Bill Kennedy about any knowledge he had about what 
the Rose Law Firm was doing with Mr. Hubbell? Did you ever talk to BiU Kennedy 
about the Rose Law Firm’s actions regarding Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. Again, I may nave expressed to BiU or BiU may have 
expressed to me in generail, you know, something about aU of this. But he never 
imparted to me information, and I had no information that would not have been 
pubUcly reported for the most part. 

Question. Because Mr. Kennedy was also a former partner at the Rose Law Firm; 
is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And so, you never heard about him saying, weU, I’ve talked to so-and- 
so at the firm and here’s what’s going on? He never said anything Uke that to you? 

Answer. No. I don’t believe so, no. 

Question. Did the President ever ask your opinion about whether Mr. HubbeU 
should resign or not? 

Answer. I don’t beUeve so, no. 

Question. Did the First Lady ever ask your opinion? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of who — actuaUy, if anyone asked Mr. Hub- 
beU to resign? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What is your understanding of how Mr. HubbeU came to resign from 
his Justice Department position? 

Answer. He resigned. I don’t have any knowledge beyond he resigned. 

Question. It is your understanding he just woke up on March 14th and said, “I’ll 
resign,” or do you have any knowledge of any of the activities preceding that? 

Answer. I have no knowledge of any of the activities preceding that. I don’t know 
whether he woke up that morning or whether he thought about it the day before. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge as to who he talked to about it? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did he talk to you about resigning? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Murphy. That’s been asked and answered. 

The Witness. No. I mean, if he had, I would have some knowledge about it. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Make this March 2nd article Deposition Exhibit Number 20. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-20 was marked for identification.] 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 
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Ms. Comstock Are there any matters you wanted to clarify for the record? 

Mr. Murphy. No. 

The Witness. I don’t think so. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know Amy Stewart, who was in the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. I don’t know who she is. I don’t know her. I mean, I don’t have a relation- 
ship with her. 

Question. Were you aware of her being at the White House on or aroimd May of 
1993? 

Answer. No. 

Question. For an extended period of time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know Jerry Jones from the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. Again, I know him. I don’t know him well. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Jones or anyone else coming to Mr. 
Hubbell in 1993 to ask him about problems in the law firm? 

Answer. I don’t think I knew that in 1993, no. 

Question. Did you only learn of that in press accounts recently? 

Answer. Yes. I don’t ^ow how recently, but yes, press accoimts. 

Mr. Ballen. Maybe it would help, for the record, ralher than have you testify 
that when you learned about it in press accounts, simply I think what we’re after 
here is your own personal knowledge. If you don’t have any personal knowledge, say 
“no”. If you do, s^ “yea”. 

'The WITNESS. 'That’s fine, and I’U be happy to do that. On the other hand, I was 
told at the beginning that if I knew about it, I should say that I knew about it 
I don’t — it is a lot easier for me to do that. I don’t want to follow your instructions 
and her directions 

Ms. Comstock It is also possible that somebody at the White House could have 
said to Mr. Lindsey, I learned of such and such happening in 1993 and ’94, and has 
imparted that to Mr. Lindsey. And he can tell us that, and that is personal knowl- 
edge he has of somebody telling him about these affairs. 

The Witness. I don’t believe anybody at the White House had told me that Mr. 
Jerry Jones had come to visit Mr. HubbeU. I believe I read it. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did you ever have any conversations with the President about Mr. Hub- 
bell after the resignation about his legal problems? 

Answer. Again, if I did, it was in a very general sort of way, it wasn’t — ^you know, 
it wasn’t instructions from him or my imparting information to him. It would have 
been two people talking about, you know, “can you believe it” and “isn’t it a shame,” 
those sorts of conversations. 

Question. And that’s the entire extent of any discussion 

Answer. Yeah. I’m sorry, go ahead. 

Question. That’s the only type of conversation you ever had? 

Answer. Yeah. We never had a specific conversation about, you know, Webb’s 
legal problems or what to do about them or, you know, what Webb’s going to do 
about them or anything else. It would have been two friends simply taUdng about 
a third friend saying, you know, “it is a shame what’s happened to him, it is a 
shame what’s happened to his family. Can you believe it happened? Can you believe 
he did this,” that Knd of stuff. 

Question. This is a March 1994 Washington Post article in which it relates that 
aU 28 partners of the Rose Firm agreed to send a complaint to the Arkansas Su- 
preme Court Committee on Professional Conduct. 

Do you recall any general discussion on the fact that the whole firm had sort of 
united against Mr. Hubbell on issues like that? 

Mr. Murphy. Any conversations with who? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. With the President? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or the First Lady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall any curiosity on the part of the President or the First 
Lady as to, you know, why all 28 partners of the firm were suing Mr. Hubbell, that 
they might, just a general curiosity, want to go know why? 
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Mr. Murphy. Objection to “suing”. It doesn’t say, I don’t think, they were going 
to sue. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m also going to object, because the witness has already testified 
that he recalls no conversation 

Ms. Comstock. I’m wondering if he has a general curiosity. 

Mr. Ballen. Could I finish my objection, please? Would that be possible? You in- 
terrupted me. I was in the middle of a sentence. If the witness testified that he re- 
calls no conversation about it, he stated there was no conversation, why would he 
recall any curiosity if he already testified there was no conversation? 

Ill oMect to the question as being asked and answered already. 

Ms. Comstock. And I’m showing the witness an article from Meu'ch 19, 1994, cer- 
tain matters about the firm, and asking if it refreshes his recollection to see if he 
can recall any sense of curiosity that he recalls, not any particular conversations, 
but if there was any curiosity as to what was going on with the matters involving 
the Rose Law Firm. 

The Witness. Barbara, the problem I’m having is that I don’t recall a conversa- 
tion where he said or I said, ’’Can you believe all 28 people did this?” So if that’s 
what you’re asking is did we have a general conversation like “can you believe ev- 
erybody did this?” 1 don’t— I don’t recall that. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Given that all 28 members of the firm, partners, had a^eed to send this 
complaint, was there— did that change people’s view at the White House that maybe 
Mr. Hubbell’s account, which to that date apparently was just a dispute versus the 
28 people, that maybe his account, what he had told you at the White House, wasn’t 
accurate? Was there ever any concern expressed like that in the spring or summer 
of ’94? 

Answer. I do not believe that the fact that all 28 partners signed the ethics com- 
plaint ever was a factor in people’s views of what had happened caused them to 
change — caused anyone to change their view as to who was right and who was 
wrong. 

Question. So there was no change 

Mr. Murphy. Excuse me. 

[Witness confers with counsel.} 

The Witness. At some point around this time, a lawyer in Arkansas named David 
Matthews contacted me and told me that there was a division within the law firm 
as to what to do about this and he didn’t know which way the law firm was going 
to go. 

David Matthews is a lawyer in northwest Arkansas. And I don’t know quite who 
he was talking to about this, but he indicated to me there was a division. And, you 
know, so I don’t believe, you know, the fact that once a decision by the law firm 
to do this was signed by all 28. I’d actually be siuprised, once the firm had made 
a decision to file the ethics complaint, that it wouldn’t be signed by all 28. I mean, 
you know, if it was my firm and I was on the side that didn’t want to do it and 
I got out-voted, I think I would be prepared to sign on to it. 

So I did not put any stock in the fact that there were 28 persons versus — what 
is one-half plus one — 15 people who signed the ethics complaint. Because I under- 
stand from David Matthews that there was a division within the firm as to whether 
or not they should or shouldn’t do this. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. And who is David Matthews? 

Answer. He’s just a lawyer in northwest Arkansas. 

Question. So when I asked you about lawyers you may have talked with in Arkan- 
sas, David Matthews is a person you may have talked to at some point, but you 
don’t recall? 

Answer. You asked me whether or not I talked to lawyers. I leeumed about it be- 
fore the March 2nd event. I do not believe my conversation with David Matthews 
occurred before the March 2nd event. 

Question. You think this occurred after March 2nd? 

Answer. I think it occurred around the time that the firm issued the ethics com- 
plaint. I think David Matthews indicated to me after these stories were public that 
people he was talking to inside the firm indicated that there was this big division 
in the firm as to what to do about this and that they were going to have a meeting 
to decide what to do and he didn’t know which way it would go, whether they would 
file an ethics complaint or not file an ethics complaint. 

Question. Do you recall how this conversation with Mr. Matthews came about? 
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Answer. I think he called me to tell me that. 

Question. Had you reached out to him before that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So he just called you up one day about this? 

Answer. Yeah, and said, you know, you should know — again, this is not verbatim, 
this is the essence — ^you should know that the firm may file an ethics complaint 
against Webb. There is a big debate going on within the firm; and, you know, I don’t 
know how it is going to turn out, but it may turn that there’s an ethics complaint 
filed. 

Question. And did you relate that to anybody at the White House? 

Answer. Again, I don’t — I don’t know. Again, if I saw the President, I may have 
told him that the Rose Firm may end up filing an ethics complaint. I don’t recall 
whether I did or not. I would not have gone — again, I did not go out of my way 
to tell him. But if I saw him, I probably would have related that to him. 

Question. Did you consider that a serious matter? 

Answer. For Webb it was a serious matter if they filed an ethics complaint. The 
mere fact that they were debating it, if you read any of the stories that were coming 
out about this time, you will know there was a conflict within the Rose Law Firm 
about what to do and, you know, two sides and everything. So again, you know, if 
you’re a lawyer and your law firm files an ethics complaint, that’s a serious matter. 
Whether or not I considered it to be, you know — ^it didn’t change the equation very 
much. Because, based upon the stories, I had a sense that that sort of debate and 
discussion was going on within the law firm. 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. How long have you known Mr. Matthews? 

Answer. Fifteen years. 

Question. What firm is he with? 

Answer. He is either a solo practitioner or he’s with one or two other people. He 
practices law in a small town in northwest Arkansas. 

Question. And is he a friend of the President or First Lady? 

Answer. President, probably both. 

Question. Do you know how long he has known them? 

Answer. No. As long as or longer. Because, you know, the President was in Fay- 
etteville, which is in northwest Arkansas, before he moved to Little Rock. So my 
guess is that he has known them since when the President first came to Arkansas, 
came back to Arkansas. 

David Matthews was a member of the State legislature at one point. 

Question. And did you have a sense of who he was talking to at the firm? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. Other than telling you about the division, did he give you a 
sense of what the details were that were involved? 

Answer. No. Again I think the details or at least the issue was out there. You 
know, I think this all occurred after the March 2nd, so I think the general issue 
about whether or not, you know, this billing dispute with his father-in-law was the 
issue that I thought was out — was in the press and everything, so I think I thought 
I knew what the issue was. 

Question. Did you ever ask him if this would spill over or have any effect on any 
matters relating to the First Lady in the law firm? 

Answer. No, no, I had no sense it would. 

Question. And that never was a point of discussion with anybody? 

Answer. No. 

Question. At the White House or an 3 rthing like that? 

Answer. No. This personal to Webb. 

Question. So your understanding was then these are matters just related to Seth 
Ward? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And was that the POM case? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. And so it didn’t have anything to do with any other matters where Seth 
Ward was represented by the firm? 

Answer. I don’t know of any other matters that Seth Ward was represented by 
the firm. 

Question. Or had any dealings with 

Answer. I thought it had to do with the POM lawsuit. Park-O-Meter. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Ickes ever doing any work for POM? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Vinson & Elkins working on the Rose 
Law Firm matter? 

Answer. Yes — I mean, it was in the press that they had hired Vinson & Elkins. 

Question. Do you ever have any contact with anyone at Vinson & Elkins about 
any of these matters? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know a gentleman named Mike Schaufele or Schaufele? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you ever discuss Mr. Hubbell’s resignation with Mr. Schaufele? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of him setting up any trusts for Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Again, after the fact — knew it has been reported in the press-;-estab- 
lished like, I guess, two trusts, one for the kids’ education and one for living ex- 
penses. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with David Kendall about Mr. Hub- 
bell’s legal situation? 

Answer. Again, if I did, it was in the nonspecific category of us talking about it. 

I never had any conversations with him other than, you know, sort of isn’t it a 
shame type. 

Question. Because you have testified previously you had discussions with Mr. 
Kendall about Whitewater legal matters; is that correct? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. I’m not going to go into that area, I just wanted to distinguish between 
your discussions with Mr. Kendall were not of the type that you had of Whitewater, 
but these were just sort of, gee, did you see the newspaper article type of discus- 
sions? 

Answer. Itight. 

Question. & they would be not of the natime of the discussions that you had re- 
galing Whitewater, where you did have substantive discussions with Mr. Kendall 
about Whitewater; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Murphy. Mr. Lindsey has testified about that subject in the past. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, weYe not going into that here. 

I just wanted to distin^sh between the two and to see if in your mind the two 
are ve^ different types of communications. 

Mr. Ballen. Well, I believe the witness’ testimony, he doesn’t recall any conversa- 
tions with Mr. KendaU. He was just speculating that if he had, it would have been 
of that nature. 

The Witness. 'That’s correct. You know, I would not say that my conversations 
with David with respect to Whitewater had been all that detailed. I have more 
knowledge about Whitewater than I do about Hubbell. So to the extent that I had 
conversations, they would probablv be more extensive with respect to Whitewater, 
but I would not — ^I’m having a little trouble making the distinction, because I don’t 
think — I’m having trouble remembering very detailed conversations I ever had with 
David about Whitewater. You know, I sat in a meeting in which we all imparted 
all of our information, but beyond that sort of general meeting that we had. I’ve not 
had multiple conversations with Kendedl about Whitewater. 

Question. Were you aware of any efforts by Mr. McLarty to assist Mr. Hubbell 
with emplo 3 fment after he left the Justice Department? 

Answer. Only what I’ve read in the paper. 

Question. The March 13, 1994 meeting at the White House that was the Sunday 
before Mr. Hubbell resign^, do you recafi if you were at the White House or around 
on that day? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Have you ever talked to Mr. McLarty about Mr. HubbelTs employment 
after the Justice Department? 

Answer. No. 

Question. To this day? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, what was the question? 

The Witness. Whether I’ve ever discussed with Mack his efforts on behalf of 
Webb, and the answer was no, and then the question was, to this day? 

I don’t recall ever speaking to Mack about his efforts. But again, other than just 
if we had a conversation, it would have been nothing more than, no good d^d goes 
unpunished. I mean, it would have been more of a general lament than it would 
have been a discussion. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. Were you aware of any discussions at the White House about law 
firms being reluctant to hire Mr. Hubbelf after he left the Justice Department? 

Mr. Murphy. I’m sorry, discussions with whom? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. With anybody at the White House? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Were you aware — what was your understanding of what Mr. Hubbell 
was going to be doing after he left the Justice Department? 

Answer. I don’t know if I had an understending. I mean, I knew at some point 
he (mened an office, or, you know, he was given office space by Michael Cardozo, 
but I don’t know — you know, I don’t know what his plans were. 

Question. And how did you learn of that? 

Answer. I don’t know. Webb may have told me; someone else may have told me 
that he had an office at Michael’s office. 

Question. All right. After Hubbell resigned, did you talk with him about his 
resignation or any matters related? 

Answer. About his resignation, no. 

Question. Or about what he was going to do? 

Answer. No, not 

Question. When was the first time you recall seeing him after he resigned? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I mean, I had — I saw Webb off and on mostly at large 
group gatherings in ’94 up until the time he went to jail, but I can’t tell you when 
the first one was or the second one or, you know. 

Question. So you continued to see him in a social setting? 

Answer. Sure, yes. 

Question. Every week, every few weeks? 

Answer. Probably less, probably more like once a month — ^that may even be too 
much. I mean, there mav oe 2 or 3 months I wouldn’t see him, and, you know. I’d 
go to somebodys house for Fourth of July, and, you know, there would be a FotuiJi 
of July gathering, he would be there. 'There would be a lot of the Arkansans, 
Thanksgiving, whatever. 

Question. Okay, and who was included in that — did you have a regular — is it a 
Tuesday night group or group that you aU got together? 

Answer. We did back early on, but that lasted less than 6 months, into ’93, but 
we did have a group of most of the Arkansans who came up to events: Webb, me, 
Marsha, Maria Haley; you know, most of the Arkansans who came to the White 
House. But that lastra less than 6 months. 

You know, I mean, Marsha Scott might have a Thanksgiving group over for din- 
ner on Thardcsgiving Day, and all the Z&kansans who hadn’t gone home for the holi- 
days would be invited plus a lot of Washington people as well. But, I mean — ^you 
know — or I remember sometime in the fall that the HubbeUs had something at then- 
house that I went to. I think it was some holiday because we were watching football 
or something. So, I mean, you know, I would have dinner with different people, and 
the HubbeUs would be included. 

Question. And do you recaU Mr. HubbeU, I guess his wife, being invited to the 
First Daddy’s birthday peirty in October in ’94, that year? 

Answer. I don’t recaU that, but I wouldn’t be surprised. 

Question. When you mention Thanksgiving, do you recaU Thanksgiving of ’94, 
that time frame, if there was a gathering at that time Mr. Hubbell was involved 
in? 

Answer. UsuaUy Marsha Scott had a group of people over at 'Thanksgiving. 
Whether she had a group over or whether that’s Uie time I remember that we had 
dinner at Webb’s, I can’t recaU. It was some holiday. I thought that we had brunch 
or lunch at Webb’s. 

Question. Okay. Were you aware of Mr. HubbeU being in touch with the President 
and First Lady around Thanksgiving time, ’94, to discuss what he was going to do, 
about whether he was going to plea or what he was going to do with his legm situa- 
tion? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that he had had a discussion 
with the President and First Lady about whether or not he should plead guilty? 

Answer. I don’t recaU. You know, if I did, it was through the newspapers, and 
I’m trying to remember whether there was an article in the newspapers that indi- 
cated that he either — I don’t know, he saw him or related to one or the other that 
he was going to plead guUty. 
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Question. Okay, and did you have any knowledge of the First Lady telling him 
that she thought he should nght the charges? 

Answer. Again, I vaguely feel like I’ve read that somewhere, but I have no per- 
sonal knowledge. 

Question. You don’t recall any conversations among people at the White House 
about that the First Lady was in Webb Hubbell’s camp as opposed to the Rose Law 
Firm camp that was trying to get money from Mr. Huboell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever — were there ever any such discussions about — with anyone 
at the White House about the allegations involved a lot of money — ^the partners 
were out a lot of money at the firm, and Mrs. Clinton and actually Bill Kennedy 
were both partners who would have been shorted such money? Do you recall gen- 
erally any such discussions about where thw were going to fall in terms of wanting 
to recoup any financial losses vis-a-vis Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Congressman Kanjorski has joined us this afternoon, and would 
you like to take — ask questions at this time? 

Mr. Kanjorski. No, that’s aU right, just follow. 

Ms. Comstock Okay, I’m sorry. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So your testimony is you don’t recall any such conversations about re- 
couping any money from the firm or an 3 rthing like that? 

Mr. Murphy. Whether Mrs. Clinton or Bill Kennedy wanted to try to recoup funds 
from Mr. Hubbell? 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Whether there was any discussion in the White House about such mat- 
ters. 

Answer. No, I don’t recall. 

Question. Were you aware of any discussions about any settlement offers that Mr. 
Hubbell made throughout the 1994 time period after he left the Justice Depart- 
ment? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Do you know John Richardson, Peggy Richardson’s husband, I be- 
lieve — IRS Commissioner 

Answer. I’m sorry, I didn’t hear the question. 

Question. John Richardson? 

Answer. I know him — I’ve met him with his wife, but I don’t know him. 

Question. Okay. Do you have any recollection of him calling you regarding Mr. 
Hubbell 

Answer. No. 

Question. At or around April of ’94? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Richardson assisting Mr. HubbeU in 
any way with any law firms or trying to get him work? 

Answer. No, I don’t think so. 

Question. I just wanted to go through some of the other employers of Mr. Hubbell 
and see if you have any knowledge to any of those. 

Do you know Jack Williams? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how long have you known Mr. Williams? 

Answer. I don’t know. Pretty well since 1978. 

Question. Okay, and did you have any knowledge of him assisting Mr. Hubbell 
in any way wdtii any consulting contracts or work in 1994? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell working on any matters re- 
lated to Pacific Telesis? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Mr. Hubbell working on ansrthing for 
the Sprint phone company? 

Answer. No. I mean, you’re talking about at the time? 

Question. Yes, at any time prior to press — other than press reports? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. And then I would also include other than press reports, or if any- 
one at tile White House has told you, yes, I knew about this, and he got that 
through somebody. I would include that. I’ll exclude solely reading it in the paper. 
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Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work for 
McAndrews & Forbes? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work for Mid- 
America Dairymen? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work for Sim 
America? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work for Truman 
Arnold? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Do you know Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Were vou aware of him being in touch with Mr. Hubbell in the 
months following Mr. Hubbell’s resignation? 

Answer. Yes, I probably had dinner with the Arnolds and the Hubbells during 
that period. 

Question. And in the course of these dinners, did you ever learn that Mr. Hubbell 
was working on any matters? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All ri^t. Did you ever meet a Mr. Wayne Reaud? 

Answer. I had dinner with him one night, yes. 

Question. Okay. At Truman Arnold’s house? 

Answer. No, at a restaurant here. 

Question. And how did you come to might meet Mr. Reaud? 

Answer. Reaud. I believe 

Question. Sorry, it’s R-E-A-U-D. 

Answer. I beheve I was asked by maybe 'Truman that they were having dinner 
at a restaurant on Pennsylvania Avenue, which I’m drawing a blank on the name, 
and asked me to join them, and when I got there, Wayne Reaud was one of the peo- 
ple at the table. I don’t even remember whether the Hubbells were at the table or 
not. I don’t remember that. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of him hiring Mr. Hubbell for any kind of 
consulting work? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Do you know Bemeird Rapoport? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how long have you known Mr. Rapoport? 

Answer. Oh I’ve known — ^you know, I don’t know him well. I’ve known him off and 
on, oh, 8 years or so. I mean, he’s a big supporter of the President’s. 

Question. And do you have any knowlrage of him hiring Mr. Hubbell to do any 
work? 

Answer. I don’t think I did, no. 

Question. You seem to hesitate. Was there 

Answer. Well, at some point in ’96, during the ’96 campaign, B. Rapoport told me 
that he had helped Webb's children, and my understanding of that was that he had 
contributed money for their education. That’s the only knowledge I had about that 
B. had tried to help Webb. I did not have any knowledge unl^ I read it that he 
had hired Webb separate and apart from helping making a contribution to the trust 
to help the kids. 

Question. And what did he tell you about th e 

Answer. I think he indicated that he had tried to help Webb educate his children. 

Question. Do you recall how this came up? 

Answer. No, I think we were in the middle of— I think we were in Texas during 
a political stop in the fall campaim, and he and I were just talking, you know, and 
he said sometiiing like, I tried to help Webb, you know, I helped support, you Imow, 
educate his kids. 

Question. Do you recall if this came up in the context of news articles about Mr. 
Hubbell in the fall of ’96? 

Answer. I’m trying to remember when B. was — no, I don’t know if it came up in 
any particular conte^. I mean, I think he was just talking in tiie course of the con- 
versation, said something, but I don’t remember what the predicate was for it. 

Question. Did he ever mention that to the President or the First Lady? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. Did you ever talk with Mr. Hubbell about that? 

Answer. No, Mr. Hubbell was in jail. 
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Question. Did you keep in touch with Mr. Hubbell when he was in jail? 

Answer. I spoke to him once. 

Question. And what was the context of that conversation? 

Answer. How you doing? You know. 

Question. You called hun or 

Answer. No, he called — I was at a party, and he called his wife, and several of 
us spoke to him. It was Thanksgiving, probably, of ’95. Several of us spoke to hm 
probably for less than — maybe Easter, but basically I just got on the phone, said, 
you doing okay? We’re going to take care of Suzy, and the kids seem to be okay. 

Question. Okay. You’re aware of Mr. Rapoport l^ing in touch with Mr. Hubbell 
about a conversation that he had with you? 

Answer. Hum-um. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Arnold or Mr. Rapoport, any efforts they were 
going to make to help Mr. Hubbell after he got out of jail? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know a John Moores, San Diego Padres? 

Answer. I met him — I don’t know him. 

Question. Were you aware of him hiring Mr. Hubbell to 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Arnold talking to Mr. Moores about hiring Mr. 
HubbeU? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know C.W. Conn? 

Answer. I met him. I don’t know him. 

Question. Did you meet him — I want to go back. Did you meet Mr. Moores with 
Mr. Arnold; was that the context of meeting Mr. Moores? 

Answer. I met Mr. Conn and Mr. Moores at a party at Mr. Arnold’s house. 

Question. And then vou also said that vou met Mr. Reaud or Reaud, however his 
name is pronounced, also with Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. Right, but not at that same party; at a restaurant on Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue. 

Question. Okay. But you had no knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work for 
C.W. Conn? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What was your understanding of how Mr. Hubbell was going to be sup- 
porting himself in that — after he — the Justice Department? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. This has been asked and answered. The witness testified 
he had no understanding. If your answer has changed since the last time you were 
asked the question 

The Witness. No, I had no understanding. You know, I knew he was trying to 
make a hving. I didn’t know who he was trying to make a living fiom or how much 
of a living he was making. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Well, when you saw him once a month or every 3 months, did you ever 
discuss with him what are you doing or 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with Marsha Scott like, is Webb employed, or is 
he not employed? 

Answer. No, I think Marsha and I probably had general discussions about, you 
know, boy, it must be tough on them, but, you know, I don’t think I ever had specific 
conversations about who he was working for or what he was doing or how much 
money he was making. 

Question. Did you have an understanding if he had an income at all? 

Answer. No, I — ^you know — ^you know, again, I don’t — 1 had no idea who his clients 
were or whether he had clients, who they were or whether he was making any 
money. 

Question. All right. And did there come a time when Mrs. Hubbell asked you for 
any assistance in getting a job at the Interior Department? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know anything about how Mrs. Hubbell came to her job at the 
Interior Department? 

Answer. Well, Mrs. Hubbell had a job at the Interior Department. She took a 
leave of absence. On the day she announced that she was coming back from her 
leave of absence, or she shoved back out from her leave of absence, she showed up 
at the Interior Department and apparently was told that she couldn’t come to work 
because the White House hadn’t cletued her coming back to work. 
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She called me as well as other people, I think, in the White House to try to find 
out what was going on. I told her I didn’t know what was going on and I would 
try to find out. I went down to — think talked to Erskine, who I think had also 
gotten a caU from her or somebody over there, and was told that it was taken care 
of. But it was she already had a job at the Department of Interior, she had just 
taken unpaid leave. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. HubbeU meeting with Tom Collier at the Inte- 
rior Department? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of what Mr. Hubbell would have been meet- 
ing with Mr. Collier about? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And during these months after Mr. Hubbell left the Justice Department, 
did at any time you have discussions or hear of discussions about Mr. Hubbell and 
how he was supporting himself, discussions that other people had? 

Answer. Not specifically. I mean, I may have had discussions with Marsha about, 
you know, it’s going to be tough on them, but I don’t, you know — ^but I had no dis- 
cussions about who his clients were or whether he had clients. 

Question. During that time frame did you have any sense of any growing legal 
problems that he was having in connection with the — ^with Mr. Fiske, or men as 
of August ’94 it was Mr. Starr? 

Answer. Again, I can’t recall. Anything I would have learned about growing legal 
problems would have been in the press. 

Question. Okay. You never heard anything at the White House about any of Mr. 
Hubbell’s legal problems with the Independent Counsels? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay, no discussion even about newspaper articles or anything like 
that? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. 

The Witness. Yeah, we — ^you know, we may have had — ^you know, if we saw an 
article, you might say to someone, did you see the article about Webb? But no dis- 
cussion that suggests any level of knowledge over and above what was reported 
in the newspaper. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell meeting with the President in July of 
’94 at Camn David to discuss any matters 

Answer. No. 

Question. Related to his l^al situation? 

Answer. Well, I don’t thi^ that was — what I have read about it, I don’t think 
that’s a proper chEiracterization of their meeting, but no, I did not know that they 
had gone to Camp David over the Fourth of July holiday. 

Question. And did there come a time when you learned — ^is it only through news 
accounts that you know of that Camp David meeting? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So you never heard firom anybody at that time the President was going 
to meet with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. At that time after Mr. Hubbell left the Justice Department and — 
actually the March 19 article — ^March 2nd, when he was discussing tne Independent 
Counsel’s interest, not of Mr. Hubbell, but that came later in the summer, some in- 
terest in that, did you ever hear — did anyone ever, as a result of anything that was 
in the news, ever recommend to the President that he shouldn’t meet with Mr. Hub- 
bell during this time frame? 

Answer. Again, I don’t know the answer to that. Since I didn’t know he was meet- 
ing, I don’t Imow 

Question. No, I’m not asking about the meetings, but have you ever heard, you 
know, like maybe you shouldn’t meet; not whether you heard about a particular 
meeting, but whether there was any general discussion about whether or not Mr. 
HubbeU should be at the White House or be at events, that kind of thing? 

Answer. I was unaware of that. No one had that discussion with me, and I was 
unaware of those discussions if they occurred. 

Question. In June of ’94, there were a number of meetings where Mr. Huang and 
Mr. Riady came to the White House. Were you aware of me Riadys, James Riady 
or John Huang meeting with anybody at the White House at or around June of ’94? 

Answer. Without some sort of anmor as to — I think the answer is no. Again, I 
would see John Huang and James Riady at various times in -the haUway. I would 
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stop and say hello to them. So it is possible I would have seen them in and around 
the White House during that time frame. But again, there is no way for me to relate 
when I would see them in the hall with any particular month or even year. 

Question. Okay. When you saw Mr. Huang, was there ever any discussion on, you 
know, how’s your appointment coming along, or where is that; you know, did he 
ever have any discussions in ’94 about him getting a job in the administration? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Just if you ran into him, like has an 3 rthing happened yet, anjrthing like 
that? 

Answer. No, I mean, at some point I assume I knew, though I couldn’t tell you 
when, that he was over at the Department of Commerce, but 1 had no sense, you 
know, as to when he went over there or what the status at any point of his appoint- 
ment was. 

Question. All right. And Mr. Hubbell got his 100,000 or so from the Lippo Group 
in late June of ’94. Did you ever hear an 3 rthing a^ut that prior to press reports? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you had any discussion with anybody at the White House since 
the press reports about those matters about Mr. Hubbell getting that amount of 
money from the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And that would include the President and the First Lady on that also? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I j^ust wanted to go through some other employers. Did you have any 
knowledge of Time Warner hiring Mr. Hubbell to do an 5 rthing? 

Answer. Not at the time, no. 

Question. Do you know Michael Berman? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Prior to the press reports of Michael Berman assisting Mr. Hub- 
bell getting Time Warner, did Mr. Berman ever tell you anything about that assist- 
ance? 

Answer. No, not prior to the press reports. 

Question. Okay. So at or around the time when Mr. Hubbell pled gi^ty in Decem- 
ber ’94, Mr. Berman never called you up about anything relating to this? 

Answer. No, not that 1 recall. 

Mr. Ballen. Could we take a break on this point? 

Ms. Comstock. Sure. 

[Brief recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. You had mentioned that you thought you attended dinner with 
Truman Arnold and the Hubbells at some point? 

Answer. At least one. 

Question. And the reason I ask is I have a document from April 5th of ’94 that 
Mr. Arnold produced that shows a dinner, and the following morning he calls Mr. 
McLarty about Mr. Hubbell. So I was just wondering if you can recall if in the 
course of the dinner any discussion with Mr. Hubbell came up about any type of 
work he might be doing for Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. Is that a dinner I attended? 

Question. Yeah, the April 5th one is Bruce Lindsey, the Hubbells and Erskine 
Bowles. Does that ring a bell that Mr. Bowles was there? 

Answer. I’m thinking that maybe the one — ^you know, that was at this restaurant, 
but I’m not sure of that because if I remember right, Erskine — I came late because 
I came from the White House, and I think Erskine came even later than I did, but 
again I don’t remember any discussion of any substance at the dinner. 

Question. This was just a social occasion? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Mr. Arnold didn’t discuss his business or anything he was doing in 
Washington? 

Answer. No. I mean, he lived here at the time, he had a house here, but no, he 
was — he was finance director, I guess, of the DNC at that time, I think, was that 
before he was finance director? 

Question. I don’t know. 

Answer. Anyway, he had a presence here anyway. We did not discuss business. 

Question. Um-hum. And do you know who Tony Harrington is? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And who is he? 

Answer. Tony Harrington is a partner at Hogan & Hartson. 
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Question. And do you recall him calling you about Mr. Hubbell at any time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recaU ever talking to him about Mr. HubbeU going to Hogan & 
Hartson? 

Answer. No. 

You know, I had conversation, and again, I don’t believe it was Tony Harrington, 
but it may have been with John Richardson, which made me think about it. I had 
a conversation with one person in which they indicated to me that no law firm or 
very few law firms were going to be willing to hire Webb until such time as his 
problems were resolved at ms law firm. 

Again, he was no more specific than that. It was just — and I don’t quite know 
what the context of it coming up was, but someone at one time said, you know, 
there is no law firm here that is going to look at him until he gets his problems 
worked out. 

Question. And do you recall that was either Mr. Richardson or Mr. Harrington? 

Answer. No. I don’t know, I don’t think — don’t recall any conversation with Tony 
Harrington. When you mentioned did you ever talk to John Richardson, it could 
have been a conversation with John. It could have been with a third party, I don’t 
know. The only conversation I remember having at all about — about Webb going to 
work anywhere was someone just telling me that, you know, that they didnt tmnk 
any law firm wotild take a look at him until he got his problems solved with the 
Rose Law Firm. But I don’t remember who it was or when it was, but it is the only 
conversation I recall having with anybody about employment opportunities for 
Webb. 

Question. Okay, and did you ever relay that to anybody at the White House? 

Answer. No. I mean, it was self-evident in a way that if you were having a dispute 
with your law firm in Little Rock, not many other law firms are going to go out 
and hire you. It was not — ^you know, it was not surprising to me. It was, you know — 
so, no, I don’t think I relatM it to anybody. 

Question. Did you ever discuss that with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have an understanding of Mr. Hubbell working during this 
time, like sort of sitting at a desk doing some type of work? 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object because the witness said he already testified 
three times now that he did not have an understanding of what work, if any, Mr. 
Hubbell was doing. 

The Witness. That’s correct. I mean, I had a sense that he had a desk and an 
office, or a desk at least, if not an office, but I didn’t know whether he — how often 
he went there or what he did when he got there. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. You didn’t know if he was regularly getting up, going to work, 
sort of 9 to 5, anything like that? 

Answer. No. You know, I mean, obviously — if you’re trying — ^if you’re trying to get 
work or find work, you know, it’s better to sort of have a place to, you know, to 
go every day than it is to be sitting around at home in your housecoat. But I had 
no idea how often he went there, when he got there, whether or not he had chents, 
or whether or not he just used it as a way to take messages, looking for chents. 

Question. And during that time if you had to reach him, would you call home or 
his office? 

Answer. I don’t have any sense. I don’t know if I ever tried to reach him. 

Question. Were you aware of Marsha Scott being in touch with him during this 
time? 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. Would Ms. Scott relate to you conversations she had with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer No. 

Question. Did she ever tell you anything about what her understanding of his 
work was? 

Answer. No. Again, I testified earher that if there was any person in the White 
House that I would have had a general conversation about Webb’s situation, you 
know, how tough it was going to be on his family and how tough it must be on his 
family, it would have been Marsha. But I don’t remember any conversation more 
than general, you know, isn’t it a shame type of conversation. 

Question. And did you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell traveling to any foreign 
countries during this time frame, spring/summer/faU of ’94? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. Do you know John Phillips and Linda Douglas? 
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Answer. Yes. Not well, but I know who they are. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell being asked to do some writing for the 
Consumer Support and Education Fund by Mr. Phillips? 

Answer. Not at the time. 

Question. Okay. Were you aware of Philhps taking a vacation with the Hubbells 
and paying for some of that vacation? 

Answer. I don’t think so, no. 

Question. Okay. When was the first time you learned of the John Phillips matter, 
the work he did for the Consvtmer Support and Education Fund? 

Answer. The work he did or didn’t do? 

I think after it came out in the press that he was writing a book, I think I learned 
that John Phillips was unhappy that Webb had agreed to do some writing for his 
project and that he hadn’t done it, and now he was writing a book. And so I think 
I just learned of that, sort of a general unhappiness on John Phillips’ part. 

Question. Do you recall how you learned t^t? 

Answer. Probably Mickey Kantor. 

Question. Okay. And what did Mr. Kantor teU you? 

Answer. I think what I just said, you know, that John — ^that Webb had agreed 
to do some writing for John, and, you know, that he hadn’t done it, and now he 
was writing a book, and he was being paid supposedly, I guess, some sort of— what’s 
it called — an advance, thank you, for the book. 

Mr. Ballen. Sir, do you recall what time this was approximately that you learned 
this? 

The Witness. It would have been after Webb went to jail and after it was an- 
nounced in the press that he was — ^that he was writing a book. But again, beyond 
that I can’t tell you. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. I think the fact he was writing a book was announced sometime about 
when he went to jail, around 

Answer. Early ’96, but anyway — because if I remember right, the book was sup- 

F osed to come out like in July of ’96, and it was maybe 6 months or so before that, 
don’t remember. When did he go to jail? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 


Question. August ’96. 

Were you aware of Mr. Phillips paying back the Consumer Support and Education 
Fund for the advance that had been given to Mr. Hubbell on that matter? 

Answer. I think so, yes. I think that was reported in the press that he had done 
that. 

Question. Did Mr. Kantor mention an 3 fthing about that to you? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. 

Question. Okay do you recall how this came up in the discussion with Mr. Kantor? 

Answer. No. I believe — I’m sort of speculating that I saw him in the hall and said 
something to him about, I see we’re — Webb’s writing a book. Did you know about 
it or something? He said no, and in the course of mat conversation, he said that 
John Phillips was unhappy because he didn’t know about it and that Webb had 
agreed in writing for him, and that, you know, he hadn’t done it, and now he was 
writing this book. I think it was just my asking Mickey in general whether he knew 
or was aware that this book deal was out there. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Kantor assisting Mr. Hubbell in any way to find 
employment? 

Answer. No, not at the time. 

Question. Okay, and did there come a time when you learned that Mr. Kantor had 
assisted him in any way? 

Answer. I think that has been in the press, so I don’t beheve I became aware of 
it until it was in the press. 

Question. Have you ever discussed an 3 rthing with Mr. Kantor about whether or 
not he helped Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that Mr. HubbeU was doing 
some work for the LAX airport in the city of Los Angeles? 

Answer. Yes, what was in the press. 

Question. AU right. And prior to that had you ever heard an 5 rthing about Mr. Hub- 
bell trying to get payment? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Had Mr. Kantor ever said an 3 rthing to you about Mr. Hubbell having 
problems getting paid by the city of Los Angeles? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know somebody named Lisa Specht? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay, and you had worked on the LAX matter some, and during the 
course of your working on that, you had never learned that Mr. Hubbell was rep- 
resenting the city? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And so the answer is that you had provided previously to the committee 
last year, those are acciirate, and you have nothing you want to change in regard 
to any of this? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. Didn’t know about it last year, don’t know about it this year. 

Question. Okay. We’ll skip through that. 

V^en did you first hear that Mr. Hubbell was going to plead guilty to two felony 
counts of mail fraud and tax evasion? 

Answer. Well, those are two different questions. I’m not sure I knew until the day 
he pled what he was pleading guilty to. So the question is when I became aware 
that he was pleading to those counts, it would have been the day — ^if there was a 
story 2 or 3 days before that in the press, which I think there was, I probably 
learned that he was going to plead guilty or was expected to plead guilty at that 
point. 

Question. All right. Do you know if Mr. Neel had called the White House Coun- 
sel’s Office to just give anyone a heads up on Mr. Hubbell pleading to anything in 
general? 

Answer. Again, you know. I’m not aware of that. 

Question. Okay. And after the guilty plea, did you talk to Mr. Hubbell about in 
general the legal matters in light of that ne was pleading guilty? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you surprised by the guilty plea? 

Answer. Yes. I was siuprised by the allegations and the amoimt of money in- 
volved, yes. 

Question. And did you ever talk with him about that? 

Answer. No. I don’t know if you or anybody ever plea guilty, but it’s not some- 
thing that you bring up and discuss with him, no. 

Question. Fortunately, no. 

Answer. I mean, it’s something you avoid, not something you want to get into dis- 
cussion about. 

Question. But given that he’s been a lonrtime friend of yours and all, and he had 
told you all that there wasn’t anything to this once; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. Hadn’t told me that, you know 

Question. Told others at the White House? 

Answer. Press reports said that’s what he told the President, you know. I mean, 
you know, the only thing — I’m trying to remember when I knew about anything 
more than just simply this so-caUed billing dispute, you know. I mean, the allega- 
tion that he had, you know, that he had charged expenses, personal expenses, to 
clients or charged personal e:^enses to the firm — I’m not siu'e — again, you know, 
it would depend on what was in the public press. I’m not sure any of that was sort 
of known until almost the day that he actaally pled. I mean, there were certain 
questions about whether he had double-billed the RTC or something, but I don’t 
think this sort of personal use of the firm or client money came out until the fact 
that he pled. 

Question. Did you ever talk with anyone at the White House at that time or the 
time of the guilty plea when those facts ceime out? 

Answer. He md talk to me. I don’t know whether he talked to anybody else or 
not. 

Question. Did you ever talk to anyone at the White House about that? 

Answer. Again, not in any sort of way other than, can you believe it; or, can you 
believe how much it was; you know, what do you think he was doing; you know, 
how did he ever think he could get away with that? I mean, nothing — I never talked 
to anybody who knew anything about it other than just sort of general conversation, 
you know, any two people would have about, you know, did you see what he did, 
did you see how much money it was, did you see, you know, like what the allega- 
tions are? 

Question. Did you ever talk with the President or the First Lady about the guilty 
plea? 
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Answer. Did I? Again, if I did, it was in the same sort of general way. You know, 
what was he thinking of, how does anybody believe they can get away with that 
amount and that extensiveness of doing that. 

Question. Did you ever hear the President say an 3 rthing in terms of that he felt 
betrayed or anything like that? 

Answer. No, no. 

Question. Or that he had lied to him about matters previously? 

Answer. No. I mean, I think no — ^no. 

Question. Following his guilty plea were you aware of anyone in the White 
House — ^the Sherburne memo where it talks about monitoring Webb Hubbell’s co- 
operation? Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell’s cooperation with the Independent 
Counsels being monitored by the White House Counsel’s Office following his guilty 
plea? 

Answer. No, not in, you know, not in any sort of sense like that. 

Question. Do you know if anyone in the Counsel’s Office or Ms. Sherburne in par- 
ticular was following what Mr. Hubbeli may have been telling the Independent 
Counsel? 

Answer. Well, again, I mean, you know — ^to the extent that she is reading and 
processing what is, you know, out there, you know, yeah, I would ej^ect her to fol- 
low it up, you know, and that’s — ^follow up; but in the sense of trying to find out 
what he’s going to do or an 3 rthing like that, no, I was not aware of efibrts like that. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Neel’s ever calling the White House Counsel’s 
Office to tell anyone about what Mr. Hubbeli had testified to in any matters? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was there ever any discussion at the White House about what Mr. Hub- 
bell may be testifying to because at that time he had agreed to cooperate with the 
Independent Coimsel? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You never heard of any concerns expressed or anything like that about 
what Mr. HubbeU might be testifying to? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you ever present when anybody else discussed anything relating 
to Mr. Hubbell’s guilfy plea with the President, First Lady? 

Answer. Not that I recall. I mean, again, could have come up in a conversation 
that a third person was there and participated in, sure, but it was in a nonspecific 
sort of way if it did. 

Question. I wanted to ask you some questions about when the issues about Mr. 
Huang came up last fall and some of the fund-raising stories started appearing. 
Why don’t we start with the September 13, 1995 meeting where Mr. Huang report- 
edly decided he wanted to change jobs and move from the Commerce Department 
to toe DNC. Would you tell us how that meeting came about? 

Answer. I don’t know how it came about. 

Question. Okay. You were at that meeting on September 13, 1995? 

Answer. Um-hum, yes. 

Question. And who did the meeting include? 

Answer. James Riady, his wife, John Huang, Joe Giroir, President, myself— I’m 
trying to remember whether John’s wife was there or not. 1 don’t recall. 

Question. Okay. And what occurred in the meeting? 

Answer. Basically it was, you know, sort of a general conversation about, you 
know, James’ family, the President, Chelsea. Again, 1 don’t recall the conversation, 
but there was nothing unusual about the conversation. 

At some point in the conversation, I believe John said something like, you know, 
mayhe 1 could be of more help at the DNC than at Commerce. And, you know, the 
President, I think, indicated, if that’s something you’d like, you know, that would 
be good, and that was sort of the way it was left. There was nothing further done. 

After the meeting I called John and asked him to come by to see me, which I did, 
as you indicated, 2 days later, and I said, I just wanted to make sure, you know, 
that you really want to do this. 1 don’t want to do anything or put anything in mo- 
tion, you know, if you were just being polite and you’re perfectly happy where you 
are and want to stay where you eire. And he said, no, he thought he could, you 
know, do more good for the President over at the DNC and raising money and try- 
ing to organize the Asian American community. And so I told Harold that he had 
indicated an interest in going to work at the DNC then. That was sort of the end 
of my involvement. 

Question. Do you know why you were included in that meeting? 

Answer. We usually try to include someone in almost every meeting with the 
President, so there was always another person. Why I was included — I don’t know 
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the reason, you would have to ask the people that asked me to come to it. The 
fact 

Question. Do you know who that is? Who asked you to come? 

Answer. Prohahly got a called from either Betty Currie or Nancy Hemreich, some- 
one in the immediate office. Again, because the Riadys relationship with the Presi- 
dent is more — stems from Arkansas — ^you know, they may have decided that 1 was — 
and because it was not going to be specifically — at least my understanding was it 
was not going to be specific^y on any sort of topic, you know, it wasn’t going to 
be on any matter that was either an NSC matter, an NEC matter, domestic pMcy 
matter, that 1 was sort of, you know, a good person to be there; again, because my 
Arkansas relationship as well. 

Question. And do you know why Joe Giroir was there? 

Answer. He came with them. I don’t know — I don’t know — you know, 1 don’t know 
who included him, whether he was with them that day or whether they asked for 
this, they said Joe Giroir is going to be with them or not. I don’t know any specific 
reason why he was there. 

Question. And at this time, Mr. Huang was still working at the Commerce Depart- 
ment, correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know why he was there with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you get a sense that he was there with Mr. Riady in order make 
this pitch that he wanted to move? 

Answer. No, because I really didn’t have a sense that the purpose of this meeting 
was about their pitch. One of the reasons I wanted to follow up with John was in 
the context of the discussion, I can’t quite tell you, something — ^it just seemed like 
he said — ^he didn’t sound to me like — ^it didn’t sound like he said it, you know, pre- 
arranged. And I didn’t want it to be sort of an ofihand comment that he made that, 
you know, that we went off and the next thing you knew he felt duty bound, you 
know, to go because he had mentioned he wantM to. So I wanted to make sure uiat 
this was something that he really had thought about and really wanted to do before 
I did anything about it. 

Question. Presumably Mr. Huang was — ^this was a day that he would normally be 
at work so, he is taking off from work to come over to this meeting with Mr. Riady. 
I’m iust trying to get an understanding of why he is leaving his job to come over 
for this what appears to be somewhat undefined meeting. 

Answer. I have no answer for that. I mean, you know, it did not seem unusual 
to me for John to be there with the Riadys because frankly, you know, they had 
worked together for so long. They were friends. You know, if James is in town, it 
did not seem that strange for John to, you know, take time off from his job to go 
around with his friend. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Huang keeping in touch with Lippo Group while 
he was still at Commerce? 

Answer. The answer to that is no. I mean, you know, whether — I would have ex- 
pected — I mean, I keep in touch with my former law film. It would not surprise me 
that he kept in touch with them but I was unaware that he did. 

Question. Are you now aware of him making lots of phone calls to his former em- 
ployment on his government phone card? 

Answer. I read the paper. I am aware of what the papers are saying. I don’t know 
what the facts are. 

Question. Have you had any discussions with anyone at the White House about 
what he was doing, whether he was making aU those phone calls to the Lippo Group 
while he was working at the Commerce Department? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of any job at the Commerce Department 
that required him to call the Lippo Group frequently? 

Answer. No. I mean I don’t know if I knew what he did at the Department of 
Commerce so, you know. I’m not in a position to answer that because I don’t know — 
I have no idea what his responsibilities were at the department. 

Question. Do you recall what time of day the meeting was? 

Answer. Seems like afternoon. I don’t remember. 

Question. When you came into the meeting, was everyone already there, or did 
you escort the group in? 

Answer. I don’t recall. My sense is that, just the normal way those things happen, 
they would not have a meeting start — if I was going to come, they wouldn’t let them 
into the office until I got down there. But I don't recall. 

Question. Are you aware of John Huang being in touch with Harry Thompson? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Do you have any knowledge of what the relationship between Hany 
Thompson and John Huang is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang mention anything about Harry Thompson on that day? 

Answer. On that day? No, as far as — don’t recall John Huang ever mentioning 
Harry Tliompson on any day. 

Question. Our records reflect that he made some phone calls to Harry Thompson 
the day before and that day. I’m wondering if that ever came up in a conversation 
or if you have any knowledge as to what that connection would be? 

Answer. No, ma’am. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Huang working — was he going to be 
doing anything — ^working on the convention, Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No, not 

Question. At that time? 

Answer. At that time. I’m not even sure, you know, Harry was going to be work- 
ing on the convention. Again, I hadn’t thou^t much about the convention in Sep- 
tember of ’95. So, no, the answer to that is I don’t know if Harry would have been 
working on the convention. And even if he was, I don’t know why John would be 
talking to him. 

Question. Did the President ask you to follow up with Mr. Huan^ 

Answer. I don’t — I don’t recall. I mean, he may have said, you know, “Bruce, will 
you make sure the right people know about it?” But I don’t recall that But, again, 
one of the purposes of having a person there is to know that, you know, if there’s 
something that needs to be followed up on, that there is a mechanism, that the 
President doesn’t have to, you know, follow up, so that somebody else is there to 
sort of make sure it gets followed up. 

Now, whether as we were leaving, if he turned to me and said, “Will you follow 
up on John’s request,” or when John said it, if he turned and said, “Bruce, will you 
follow up on that,” I don’t recall that, but it wouldn’t be unusual. It wouldn’t prob- 
abW be necessary, either. 

Question. So you were generally talking about — I mean, they were generally talk- 
ing about familv matters and things and then somehow tlus came up? 

Answer. Well, they may have been talking about the campaign, frankly. Again, 
I don’t — they were talking just in general about what was going on, and the cam- 
paign was starting to heat up. I don’t know exactly what they were talking about. 
I don’t know the context that this came up, if somewhere in me conversation John 
indicated an interest in going — ^I’m not even sure if he indicated an interest in 
going. 

He indicated that he thought he could do the President more good if he went to 
the DNC than he could at the Department of Commerce. And as I say, I thought — 
sort of the way he said it, I couldn’t tell whether it was maybe out of a sense of 
obligation that he shovdd, you know, this is what he should be offering or whether 
or not it was something he really wanted to do, which is why I felt the need to not 
simply go to Harold and say, you know, you might want to follow up on this, but 
go back to John and make sure John really meant what he said. 

Question. Were you aware of the President having approved a large media budget 
in early September of ’95 on commercials, Dick Morris’s commercials at the time? 

Answer. The $10 million media budget that had been approved? I thought — ^the 
answer to that, I guess, is no. I was involved — slightly involved in the decision to 
buy media in June or July of 1995. But I don’t recall a separate discussion — or I 
mean a separate buy in September. 

Question. That was the initial media buy? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Aid then there was a big project sort of simed off on in early Septem- 
ber, sometime between September 7th and 10th. The $10 million was going to be 
borrowed, largely. 

Do you have any knowledge of that? 

Answer. Not that I recall. I mean, I was involved in some of the meetings involv- 
ing media but not many of them, but I don’t recall that one. 

Question. Do you recall if in this meeting that generally came up at aU, like, you 
know, the next campaign is going to be a challenge, we’re going to need to raise 
a lot of money, sort of sometlung that caused Mr. Huang to say, well, maybe I can 
help there? 

Answer. Again, I don’t recall the specifics of the conversations. But it is possible 
that in talking about the campaign they would have been talking about, you know, 
it is going to be an e^ensive campaign, or something like that mat would have led 
to his comment. Again, since I don’t recall the specifics, I can’t tell you that it hap- 
pened. But it is not — it would not be that out of the ordinary for there to be in a 
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general discussion about the campaign, a discussion about how expensive it was 
going to be. 

Mr. Ballen. Sir, do you remember that coming up or no? 

The Witness. No, I don’t remember the specifics. I remember John offering to be 
of help, thought he might be of more help to the DNC. I don’t recall how — ^what the 
predicate of that was, what we were discussing that caused him to do that. Again, 
it is reasonable that we were talking about the campaign, but I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Ballen. But you could have been talking about baseball? You could have 
been talking about anything? 

Ms. Comstock. I don’t think he indicated that he was talking about baseball. 

Mr. Ballen. Could I finish my question, please? The witness is speculating. And 
if he doesn’t recall, he’s maUng an assumption, and I want that clear for the record. 

The Witness. Right, I don’t recall what the discussion was prior to John’s state- 
ment. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you recall if you took any notes at the meeting? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I doubt if I would have. 

Question. Do you normally take notes or not take notes in meetings with the 
President? 

Answer. Depends. I don’t take notes unless there is something I need to follow 
up on. Now, I may have written down “John Huam DNC.” But if I did, it would 
have only b^n to remind — I don’t recall doing that. But I would not have been tak- 
ing notes as we went along. I would have written down — ^if I intended to follow up, 
I might have written a reminder of me to follow up, at which point 1 probably would 
have thrown it away once I called him. 

Question. Was this a meeting in the Oval Office? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And were you seated? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall how long it lasted? 

Answer. No. I think the records reflect how long it was; 15 minutes, maybe. 

Question. And was Betty Currie or Nancy Hemreich in the meeting at any point? 
Did they walk them in? 

Answer. Again, it would be logical they would walk them in or come in and try 
to break the meeting up if Steve Goodin wasn’t there. 

Question. And who is he? 

Answer. He’s the President’s personal aide. He’s sort of the person who is always 
with the President, who comes in and says, “Mr. President, your next appointment 
is standing out here,” or “Mr. President, you need to go to get ready to go to dinner.” 
Whatever the schedule is, he tries to, to the extent he’s around, he tries to keep 
the meetings on some sort of regular schedule. 

Question. And where does he work physically? 

Answer. He has a desk in the front office across from Betty Currie’s. His main 
desk is back somewhere else on the first floor. 

Question. Is there anything else about that September 13th, 1995, meeting that 
you recall? 

Answer. Huh-uh. No. 

Question. Parts of conversations or 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall where Mr. Huang or Mr. Riady were going after the meet- 
ing? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or Mr. Giroir? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did the President ever ask you anything after the meeting about — if you 
followed up on anything? 

Answer. No, not that I recall. 

Question. And were you aware of Mr. Riady or Mr. Huang coming back at next 
day — ^and this isn’t the meeting on the 15th — on the 14th, if you recall them coming 
back? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So the next time that you dealt with Mr. Huang or Mr. Riady was on 
the 15th, you met with Mr. Huan^ 

Answer. Yeah. I didn’t deal witii Mr. Riady. I dealt with Mr. Huang. I called and 
asked if he would come by and see me. 

Question. You called Mr. Riady? 
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Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. At his office? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So you initiated the phone call? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you told him you wanted to follow up on 

Answer. Right. I don’t know — I don’t know whether I did it or whether I had my 
assistant call and say would John be willing to come back over and visit with me. 

Question. So at that point you knew where he was located at the Commerce De- 
partment? 

Answer. Probably. 

Question. You knew where to teU somebody to find him? 

Answer. Probably. Again, I would have probably said he’s at the Department of 
Commerce. I don’t know if I would have known any more specifically what office. 
I doubt if I knew what his title was. In fact, I’m probably pretty sure I didn’t know. 
I would say, “Will you see if you can get in touch with John Huang over at the De- 
partment of Commerce and see if he can come back over and visit.” 

Question. And did he come over that day that you called? 

Answer. I don’t know if he came over that day. I don’t know whether we called 
on the 14th and he came over on the 15th or if he called on the 15th and he came 
over on the 15th. 

Question. And then when he came over on the 15th, do you recall how long you 
met with him that day? 

Answer. No. Not ve^ long. My only purpose was to ask him whether or not he 
really wanted to do this, was it some^ng he really wanted to do. And he said yes. 

Question. And why did he say he was interested in doing it? 

Answer. I think he thought he could help the President more at the DNC than 
he could at the Department. 

Question. And did you discuss with him his fund-raising abilities? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was there any attempt to find out, you know, if this was something, 
you know, that was his strong suit or something that he was suited for? 

Answer. Well, I knew he had been active in the Asian-American community, so 
I knew to the extent he could help us organize the Asian-American communitj' that 
it was something he had done before. But that really wasn’t my role. I wasn’t inter- 
viewing him for this. I just didn’t want to pass it along to people who would make 
those decisions if he was not serious about it, it was just a polite comment he had 
made to the President and he really didn’t want us to follow up on. 

Question. And you had said you didn’t want to set things in motion unless he was 
really serious about it. So your understanding was that you were going to have this 
meeting to see if things should be set in motion? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. This is the third time the witness has been asked and an- 
swered the exact same question, for the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. It was your understanding you were going to begin a process whereby 
you would see if he could go over to the DNC? 

Answer. I was going to mention to Harold that John Huang had expressed an in- 
terest in going to work at the DNC. I didn’t want to express John Huang^s interest 
in going to the DNC if John Huang reaUy didn’t have an interest in going to the 
DNC. So before I saw Harold or called Harold and said, “By the way, John Huang 
was in the office the other day and indicated to the President that he might like 
to go to work over at the DNC,” I thought I should make sure that that in feet was 
what John Huang wanted. 

Question. And if that’s what John Huang wanted, was that what John Huang was 
going to get? 

Answer. No, I don’t have any sense of that. I was simply going to teU someone 
that that was what his interest was. It would be their decision as to whether or 
not they had a position, whether they could work it out or an 3 rthing else. I just 
didn’t want to pass along his interest it it really wasn’t his interest. 

Question. And so you told Harold Ickes that he was interested in this? 

Answer. That he had expressed an interest in going to work for the DNC. 

Question. And then what happened? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. You don’t know if Harold met with him or not? 

Answer. I know that now, but I didn’t know it at the time. I had no other involve- 
ment in it at the time. I mean, I read that Harold at some point met with him and 
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so forth, but again, that’s all from press accounts and after the fact accounts, not 
from knowledge I knew at the time. 

Question. Were you aware of Truman Arnold saying anything to anybody at the 
DNC on behalf of John Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Joe Giroir suggesting to anybody at the DNC that 
John Huang should be hired? 

Answer. Not at the time. 

Question. Did you only learn of that through press accounts? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Has anyone at the White House since told you whether that was the 
case or not? 

Answer. I don’t know if anybody in the White House knows if it is the case. No. 
The answer is no, no one did. 

Question. I’m wondering if anyone mentioned it to you. 

Answer. No. I read a press stoiy at some point that said that Joe Giroir had called 
Fowler or somebody at the DNC. 

Question. When you spoke with John Huang, did he discuss the fund-raising he 
had done in 1992? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In the meeting with the President, had he mentioned an}dhing like “Re- 
member what a good job we did in ’92,” or anything like that? 

Answer. Not that I recaU. I think he expressed, and again, in what I thought was 
some sort of halting way that didn’t sotind to me — ^it almost sounded polite: “Well, 
maybe I can be of more help to you” or “maybe I can be of greater assistance at 
the DNC than I can at the Department of Commerce.” 

Again, the reason I felt the need to follow up was I thought it did not sound, you 
know, gung ho, you know, “I really want to do this,” you know, “The reason I want- 
ed to come see you today was to tell you I wanted to do it.” None of that was ex- 
pressed. It sounded to me like, you know, as almost a polite statement that he may 
not have meant, and I didn’t want to do anything about it if he didn’t mean it. 

Question. Did he ever mention to you the amounts of money he could raise or 
what, you know, what kind of dollar figures you were looking at? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or what his — if he did something like that, what would be expected of 
him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So this was a veiy generic conversation you had with him? 

Answer. I called back. He asked me to come in. I said, “John, before I do an 3 rthing, 
I just want to make sure this is something you really want to do.” And in the course 
he said, “Yes, 1 really would like to do it.” I ssiid, “Fine, I just wanted to make sure.” 
And that probably was the extent of the conversation. And then with that I told 
Harold. 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that Mr. Huang had indeed 
moved over to the DNC? 

Answer. Oh, I’m sure I did. I don’t remember when I learned that. But I’m sure 
that, yes, at some point I learned that he moved to the DNC. 

Question. Did you have occasion to see him at fund-raising events throughout ’96? 

Answer. Oh, yeah, at several, yeah. But you know, again, I didn’t go to fund-rais- 
ing events here in the District. I usually only go to fund-raising events if we’re on 
the road and we’re already there anyway. I remember at one event in Los Angeles 
seeing him, but that’s sort of the only time I remember seeing him, was at toat 
event where the President acknowledge Mr. Huang. 

Question. July 22nd event? 

Answer. I don’t know. I was not in the room when he acknowledged Mr. Hiiang, 
so I don’t know. I don’t usually go to the fund-raisers. I usually try not to go to ihe 
fund-raisers. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of John Huang having any contacts with 
Charlie Trie? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of John Huang having any contacts with 
was Pauline Kanchanalak? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or with Johnny Chung? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with Johnny Chung? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware. 

Question. Or with Pauline Kanchanalak? 
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Answer. Not that I’m aware of. 

Question. And I’ll return to Charlie Trie. 

Mr. Ballen. Could you speak up? 

Ms. Comstock. I’m sorry. I will wait on Charlie Trie, the Charlie 'Trie matters 
at this time. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did you ever, in the summer of ’96, hear about Mr. Fowler pushing 
John Huang to, you know, raise more money or their quotas or whatever targets 
that they were sa 3 dng needed to be higher? 

Answer. No. 

Question. When was the first time that you heard of some problems in connection 
with John Huangs fund-raising? 

Answer. I domt remember. I believe it had to do with the press reports about — 
whatever that company in Korea that was — Am Choeng? 

Question. Choeng Am, C-H-O-E-N-G A-M? 

Answer. Yeah, I think that’s the first I heard anything about any problems. 

Question. And how did you hear about that? 

Answer. It was in the press, I think the L.A. Times. 

Question. Just the press accounts? Were you aware of anyone fi*om the DNC call- 
ing the White House to ask about that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And were you aware of any discussions then with the White House 
about returning the funds that were rais^ from Choeng Am? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I mean, if we determined or if the DNC determined that 
they didn’t come from the American subsidiary, I think we would have concurred 
that they should be returned. But I don’t think — I don’t specifically remember that 
we had that conversation about — over contributions. I don’t know tiiat I specifically 
remember it with respect to this one. 

Question. And what were the conversations you had about other contributions 
being returned? 

Answer. At different times when different aunounts or different people came up, 
I remember the Gandhi contribution as one, we would try to, you know, once it was 
sort of in the press or publicly a question was raised about it, we would try to deter- 
mine whether or not there was anjf basis for the story, Gandhi’s being — ^whether or 
not he had ever pled or made a claim in a court in California that he had no money 
and that he was living off the credit caird of an uncle or cousin or anybody. And 
if we determined that there was a basis for it, we would, you know, agree that the 
money should be returned because there was a question as to whether or not that 
money was either the money of the person who gave it, or in the case of a U.S. sub- 
sidiary, whether it came from a legal entity. 

Question. Were you aware of — ^with Mr. Gandhi, were you aware of him trying to 
set up a meeting at the White House? 

Answer. Yes. Well, I don’t know if I was aware. I was aware at one time that 
Mr. Gandhi wanted to present the President with this peace prize and give him 
$100,000, I believe it was. And in the Counsel’s Office 1 was involved in discussions 
as to whether or not we would do it or not. And the decision was that we would 
not take the money or direct the money go to charity or do anything with respect 
to the money. 

1 think we learned that Bush and Reagan and others had taken the peace prize, 
the prize, and so we were prepared to accept it. Again, 1 didn’t have any details 
with scheduling it or whether it was going to be scheduled at the White House or 
an 3 rthing else. I was involved in the legal uscussions as to whether or not we could 
accept it, and whether we could accept the money or whether we should accept the 
money. 

Question. Were you aware of the DNC objecting to the President’s meeting with 
Gandhi? 

Answer. No. 

Question. No one at the White House ever told you about that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you attend the event of May 13, 1996, that Mr. Gandhi gave the 
award to the President? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Along with I guess at some point gave a check to the DNC for $325,000? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Craig Livingstone arranging an 3 dhing having to do 
with that? 
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Answer. No. Would doubt it, but no. 

Question. Would doubt 

Answer. That he had ansdhing to do with it. 

Question. In fact, he did make some arrangements, and that’s been reported, that 
he made some arrangements to — did some advancement with Mr. Gandhi. 

Answer. Made arrangements or did something for Ae event? 

Mr. Ballen. Is there a question? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you have any knowledge otherwise 

Answer. No. No. No. I’m not sure what Craig did, but arranging for people to see 
the President was not one of them. 

Question. And I presume you still don’t know who hired him? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Are you aware of any discussions in the White House Counsel’s office, 
you know, in the past months about Mr. Gandhi and about how this meeting was 
set up, any new information that you had learned about this meeting at the hotel? 

Answer. No. I mean, the discussions about whether or not we could accept the 
award or should accept the award and/or the contribution or $100,000, I was in- 
volved in some discussion. 

Once the decision was made that we would not accept the money and that we 
could accept the award, I had no more involvement. 

Question. Do you have any idea how the $325,000 to the DNC came up? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Because it was going to be $100,000 that they wanted to give to the 
President, or I guess to the President’s charity? 

Answer. Well, they wanted to give it to the President. That clearly was unaccept- 
able. And then the question was whether or not we would could accept it and des- 
i^ate a charity. And the legal consequences, we decided, of that were the same as 
his accepting the contribution, which was that we weren’t going to do it. 

So, no, once we made a legal decision that we were not going to take the money, 
that was end of it as far as I knew. I never knew he made a contribution to the 
DNC until after the fact. 

Mr. Ballen. Nor, as the question implies otherwise, did you notice there was any 
connection between the $325,000 and the $100,000? 

The Witness. Right. Other than just a pure legal decision as to whether or not 
we would accept a peace prize from this guy, I was involved in no discussions about, 
you know, when, if, you know, whether or not, even once we made the legal decision 
that we could, whether we would. And I certainly didn’t know anything about any 
money or any connection between the money and the prize. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And you weren’t aweire, then, of any National Security Council concerns 
about meeting with Mr. Gandhi? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. Asked and answered. Objection. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I’m wondering, in terms of the President meeting with Mr. Gandhi in 
a DNC fund-raiser, were you aware of anyone at the DNC ever trying to check out 
if it was okay for the President to meet with him in this fund-raising context? 

Answer. No. I mean, I didn’t know he met with him. I didn’t know he was going 
to meet with him. I didn’t know anybody had arranged it or an 3 rthing about it. 

Question. So once you were done with the work in the counsel’s office on Gandhi, 
you didn’t know about this other fund-raising? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Until you read about it in the paper? 

Answer. Yeah, until — yeah, after the fact, yes, that’s probably right. 

Question. Did you know of Craig Livingstone being in touch with DNC people 
about campaign events? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So you have no knowledge of anything he had to do with facilitating 
this meeting? 

Answer. No. Craig Livingstone started out as an advance person. I could see the 
White House using Craig to advance a local event. But 

Mr. Ballen. Do you know, sir? 



985 


The Witness. No. But again, I can’t imagine him having a role other than an ad- 
vance person in any of this. I take that back. I did go to an Orioles ball game one 
time and Craig was one of the advance people. So I do know that, at least to an 
Orioles baseball game, we did use Craig Livingstone as an advance person. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Didn’t he go on a Russia trip, too? 

Answer. Not that I’m aware of. 

Question. Now, during the campaign, the issues of John Huang came up and there 
was some interest in his fund-raising. Can you just generally describe to us how you 
learned about some of the problem contributions that John Huang had solicited and 
any discussions that you had about that? If you could just walk us through. 

Answer. I don’t know if I can. Basically, I think most of what we have learned 
was in the press. We were usually trying to find out whether or not factually it was 
correct and then trying to make a decision with respect to how to respond — how to 
re^ond, whether or not we should return the funds or not. 

Question. During this time, were you traveling with the President? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you ever talk with the President about these matters? 

Answer. Doubt it. 

Question. Did he ever say, you know, “Get to the bottom of this” or, “I want to 
find out what’s” — ^you know, “Let’s get this cleared up”? 

Answer. Again, I don’t recall. I mean, it would have been more on a case-by-case 
basis if he did. I mean, he might see an article and say, “What do you know about 
this?” But again, it was never sort of an — I don’t rectdl, at least to me, a general 
“Let’s get to the bottom of this.” It seemed more like we were responding to other 
people’s press accounts and trying — ^we were trsring to follow up after the fact as op- 
posed to ever getting ahead of it. 

Question. Do you recall discussing the issue of the $450,000 that was contributed 
by the Widjajas? The husband was the gardener and they were the 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who did you have a conversation with about that? 

Answer. Probably Harold and maybe Jane. 

Question. Do you recall what that discussion involved? 

Answer. I think at the time we thought it was appropriate. We thought they had 
the ability to make the contributions and that they were legally in this country and, 
therefore, entitled to make the contributions. 

Question. And what was that based on? 

Answer. I think that we knew, at some point we knew that she was the daughter 
of someone who — ^you know, a very wealthy Indonesian businessman, and therefore 
had wealth or had money. 

Question. Did you have knowledge of them living in the country at the time when 
they were making the contributions? 

.^swer. I think we did. I think we thought they lived in Virginia. 1 thought there 
were pictures of the house they lived in. First of all, 1 don’t think describing him 
as a gardener is quite right. I think he had a degree in 

Mr. Kanjorski. Architecture. 

The Witness. Architectiue. But, you know, I think the DNC, it came up and tried 
to determine whether or not there was a basis for returning the contributions, and 
at the time determined there was not. 

Later, when they left and went back to Indonesia or Jordan to renew or maintain 
their status, a different decision was made. But the different decision I think was 
we had no basis for questioning those contributions. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you know who was working on those matters at the DNC at that 
time? 

Answer. Joe Sandler probably. Who else, I don’t know. 

Question. Do you recs^ talking with Mr. Sandler during that time? 

Answer. Probably. 1 mean, I talked to Joe a lot during this period, you know, 
working through the various issues and problems and questions. 

Question. And this was not an effort to reach out to John Huang to ask him about 
the contributions, in particular like the Widjajas’ contributions? 

Answer. 1 didn’t reach out to John. Whether or not they did or not 1 don’t know 
the answer to. 

Question. Did you learn of some conversations that Joe Sandler had with John 
Huang about these contributions? 
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Answer, .^ain, you would have to be more specific than that for me. 

Question. I’m just trying to walk us generally through what you were learning 
about at that time. 

Answer. I think I did. I mean, generally, I learned that these people were in the 
country, they were legally in the country, they had in our judment the ability to 
make the contributions; and, therefore, we knew no reason why the contributions 
should be retiumed. 

You know, I didn’t learn that in one conversation. I learned that over a period 
of time. That was basically the information I learned. Now how much of that I 
learned from Joe or Harold, or how much Harold learned from Joe was based upon 
conversations with John Huang, I don’t know if I can tell you. But, basically, that’s 
the information I learned. 

Question. Do you recall if there were ever any conversations with John Huang 
about the Choe^ Am contribution, which by October had been returned? 

Answer. Again, I don’t — I don’t — don't think I ever had any conversations. 
Whether or not anybody else at the DNC — ^anybody at the DNC would have had a 
conversation with mem, I don’t know. 

Question. In light of &at $250,000 contribution which John Huang was associated 
wi^ having solicited having been returned, was there any concern that some of the 
other money he was raising may not be legitimate? 

Answer. I don’t think at that point, no. You know, it is not that unusual that an 
American subsidiary mves a check, and, you know, on its face it looks proper; and 
then you learn that the American subsidiary didn’t have a domestic operation and 
therefore could not have generated the money locally, and so you therefore return 
that contribution. 

In my mind, that did not trigger any sort of greater concern about every other 
contribution. 

Question. And during this time, were you aware of people in the Counsel’s Office 
and back at the White House, while you were travehng, pulling up documents on 
John Huang and the Riadys and things like that to evmuate what the context was 
with the President? 

Answer. Well, almost all those requests — all of those attempts were in response 
to press requeste. So if there was a press account — and again, I don’t quite remem- 
ber whether different issues became important — ^but if there were press inquiries 
about how many times have the Riadys been to the White House or how many times 
did John Huang go, yes, there were attempts made at the Counsel’s OfBce to gather 
that information so that we could respond to those requests. 

Question. And to your knowledge, who was involved in that? 

Answer. Jane Sherburne was involved, most of the people in her group were in- 
volved. Cheryl Mills was involved to some extent. And I ^ess Jack Quinn, if Jack 
was counsel at that point, would be involved. 

Question. And were they faxing you materials on the road or anything like that? 

Answer. No. I mean, I sat in San Antonio on the phone for an hour and a half 
and took down longhand every one of John Huang’s visits to the White House, I 
think. But it usually was not a form that could be easily faxed. It was usually taken 
off of these. They had just gone through the WAVE records, sort of like frankly that 
sheet you show^ me where they simply went through all the WAVE records and 
tried to come up with the number of visite and things. 

Question. Did you talk with people at the Write House about the number of visits 
Mr. Huang had had? 

Answer. I don’t remember whether John Huang came up. There was a story that 
was reported in the press that had some number that was taken from primarily 
the 

Question. Secret Service records? 

Answer. Yeah. That was sort of out there. And then we went hack in trying to 
verify that and came up with the two John Huangs and tried to separate out which 
John Huang was which, which involved many times going to the people that waved 
him in and asking them “Which John Huang did you wave in?” and trying to get 
information. So I don’t recall whether that was in October or November. 

Question. Late October. 

Answer. Okay. Well, then, yes, I was involved. And they would be passing that 
information to me, and in some sort of general form. 

Question. And did you discuss this with the President at all? 

Answer. We did — I did on the John Huang one. 

Question. And what did you teU him? 

Answer. It was mostly factual, I think. I told him, you know, this is what we’ve 
been able to find. He has been to the White House X number of times. He saw you 
X number of times. Those appeared to be for the following events. He went to the 
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California event. He wasn’t at the Asian-American event. He went to this event. He 
saw, you know, Maria Haley X number of times. He saw Mark Middleton X number 
of times. 

It was mostly just very factual. 

Question. Were you aware of anyone going to Mark Middleton to find out what 
he was meeting with John Huang about? 

Answer. I don’t know if we went to Mark Middleton or not. We tried to go to ev- 
erybody that was on the list. Now, most of the time we went to people who were 
stul in the White House, and Mark wasn’t. But, yeah, we were trying to find out. 
The press was asking why were these people here and what were they — ^what was 
John Huang here for and who was he seeing and what were they discussing. And 
the only way we knew how to do that was go back to the people and say, “You 
waved John Huang in. What was he here for? What were you discussing? Why did 
you see him?" 

Question. Do you know who talked to Mark Middleton or if anybody did? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. So you have no knowledge about what Mark Middleton was meeting 
with John Huang for? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you get a sense from the other people who were talked to what John 
Huang was meeting with people for? 

Answer. In general, yeah. You know, I mean, he met with some of the Asians 
about Asian appointments. Once he was at Commerce, he came to a number of 
meetings within the area of his responsibilities at Commerce. We knew what he had 
met with the President about because most of them were public events, when he 
was waved in to go to a public event for— it was either the l^ptember 13tii meeting 
or September 15th meeting, or we learned that he had met with Harold shoirtly 
after that. 

We were able to reconstruct, if you will, you know, as best we could, who he met 
with and in general, to the extent people remembered, what they discussed. 

Question. Did you have an understanding of dujring 1996, when he was working 
at the DNC, what he was meeting with people about? 

Answer. I don’t remember — I don’t remember how many times he came to the 
White House. If you showed me how many times he came and who he met with, 
I might be able to tell you. My guess is, to the extent he was there it was probably 
relatM to the political department, was meeting with people on Asian-American pol- 
itics. 

Question. But was it at aU connected with fund-raising, was your imderstanding? 

Answer. Again, I don’t know if I had that sort of knowledge. The only people he 
would probably be meeting with on fund-raising would be people like Harold. So if 
he was meeting with people like Melinda Yee — she wasn’t there. Depending on who 
he was meeting with, my guess is most of it was not fund-raising related. 

Question. We have a number of different documents. I’m just going to show you — 
I don’t have an extra copy, and I’m not going to represent this is, you know, accu- 
rate, but what this is is, we’ve gone through — ^and actuaUy, it is accurate. But we’ve 
gone through both the WAVE records and Secret Service records and compiled a 
combination of lists. 

But, as we’ve previously discussed, prior to June ’95 there weren’t any Secret 
Service records of people coming in and out. So these are a combination of both the 
Secret Service and the WAVE records, and sometimes one will pick them up and 
the other doesn’t. 

Answer. Does it eliminate the wrong John Huang? 

Question. No, it does not. 

Mr. Ballen. If you’re going to show it to the witness. I’d like it to be made part 
of the record. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. One of the things that is on there is the person, the visitee and the re- 
quester, so to the extent that that assists at all and refreshes your recollection. 

Answer. In ’96 this reflects a number of visits with Matsui and somebody in Presi- 
dential Personnel, who I believe probably worked for Weaver, Vanessa Weaver. And 
then it has a 3-15-96 with the Vice President. That may be the one that’s been in 
the press this week, 3-27-96 with the President. I don’t know what that is. That’s 
probably a public — some sort of an event, not a meeting. 

Question. And I can check. This is presidential visits to which Mr. Huang was in- 
vited. That’s only the presidential visits. It doesn’t include everybody else. 

Answer. Yes. DNC dinner is 3-27-96. 
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Question. And this is also U.S. Secret Service WAVE records for entry into the 
White House complex, also. So those are two dociunents we received from the White 
House that provide some assistance? 

Answer. Again, almost all of tlie visits in *96, except for one with Ickes on 3-29- 
96 in which there is no TOA, POA, which I tMnk means time of arrival, so that 
probably means he didn’t come, almost all of them are with people in Personnel ex- 
cept for the ones with the Vice President and two with the Ihresident, both of which 
appear to be DNC-related dinners and coffees. 

So, again, just looking at this, it would suggest to me that none of these meetings 
were fund-raising relat^. 

Question. In o&er words 

I^. Ballen. Can we make that part of the record? 

The Witness. Sure, absolutely. 

Ms. Comstock. This? 

Mr. Ballen. Yes. You were showing it to the witness, so it is clear what he’s re- 
ferring to in the testimony. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. Make that Deposition Exhibit 21. Then make the other two 
22 and 23. 

Mr. Ballen. Which one is 22? 

Ms. Comstock. Make the one presidential events 22 and the other one that has 
“draft” across it is 23. They are both White House documents. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BLr-21 was marked for identification.] 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-22 was marked for identification.] 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-23 was marked for identification.] 

The Witness. Again, without any knowledge what those meetings are about, just 
finm who they saw, they would not appear to me to be fund-raising related at all. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know Vanessa Weaver, who is in the Personnel Office? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know if anyone determined what Mr. Huang was meeting with 
her about? 

Answer. I assume they tried to talk to her or did talk to her. I don’t know the 
answer to that. 

Question. Do you know anything that she was working on with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. Again, I don’t know, no. She was involved in personnel. Whether it was, 
you know, making recommendations for Asian-American personnel. Vanessa Weaver 
is also Vernon Weaver’s daughter. So, to the extent they may have had a personal 
relationship because Vernon worked for Stevens and was connected with the Riadys 
through Stevens, they may have had a personal relationship. But, again, I don’t 
know. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I’m sorry. You were indicating 

Answer. I was just indicating, Ken has been chastising me correctly for speculat- 
ing, and I am again speculating. 

Ms. Comstock I would just like the record to reflect the gestures that were hap- 
pening. 

The Witness. I was indicating to him that 

Ms. Comstock Ken was indicating to the witness not to 

The Witness. He wasn’t indicating to me, I was indicating to him that, again, 
if the question was all of that is pure speculation, the answer woxild be yes. I don’t 
know what — I’m sure someone who tried, probably I think tried, spoke with Vanessa 
about what those meetings were about. I don’t know what they were about. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I just wanted to show the witness a group of dociunents from the White 
House which 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Do you have an extra one? 

Ms. Comstock Yes. It’s EOP 4943 — ^actually, we probably should separate these 
out. Why don’t we go to EOP 4056, which is in the middle of the stack, 4056 
through 60, and it’s a November 26, 1996 memo to Leon Panetta and Erskine 
Bowles from Jane Sherburne regarding White House statements re Riady meetings. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. In this memo, Jane Sherburne goes through her understanding of the 
development of White House statements related to the meetings between the Presi- 
dent and James Riady. I just wanted to go through that with you. The second sen- 
tence in her memo, she indicates that ^n early October 1996, Mark Fabiani re- 
ported to me that the Wall Street Journal was working on a story about the Presi- 
dent’s relationship with the Riady family, John Huang and the Lippo Group.” 

Do you recall if you learned about that in early October of ’96? 

Answer. At some point Jane came to me and asked me about the meetings, so 
I think I learned al^ut it when she came and asked me about the meetings. 

Question. Okay. And it indicates, because it says, “On checking records of meet- 
ii^s with the President, Miriam Nemetz reported to me that there were at least two 
White House meetings: one in April 1993 that lasted about 5 minutes and a 20 
minute meeting in the Oval Office in September 1995.” 

Do you recaU generally that Jane and Miriam were checking on records in early 
October 1996? 

Answer. No, I wasn’t aware of that until Jane came to me and told me what they 
had — what the records reflected. 

Question. Okay. And so Jane came to you at some point in October? 

Answer. Yes, probably. 

Question. And told you that they had been reviewing records about Riady and 
John Huang? 

Answer. I think she said that — she indicated to me that they showed two White 
House meetings with the President, and I told her that there was at least one addi- 
tional White House meeting, and I also told her about ffie meeting in Jakarta. 

Question. So you told her about the meeting at the hotel in November of 1994 in 
Jakarta that you had previously described today? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. And that’s reflected in the bottom of the first paragraph here? 

Answer. Right. 'This says a social event in Jakarta. We also attended, while we 
were there, we stopped by a dinner that the governor of Jakarta, I guess, was hav- 
ing for the hospital, and it was in the same hotel that we were staying in, so we 
stopped by that on the way back from a dinner that the I’resident attended which 
was part of APEC. We stopped by that and said hello to the Arkansans and the In- 
donesians who were at the dinner, and James Riady was at that dinner. So he saw 
him at least twice in Jakarta, once at the meeting with Mochtar in the suite and 
once at this dinner that we stopped by. 

Question. Okay. Do you rec^, though, in October, in early October, had you told 
Jane about — she says the I^%sident also had a brief encounter with Riady at a so- 
cial event in Jakarta. Do you recall if you just told her about the sort of stop-by 
at this bigger event, or if you also told her about the hotel meeting? 

Answer. I don’t recaU whether I told her about both or one, or I don’t remember. 

Question. And then it indicates that you also had told her about the September 
1995 meeting; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then she goes on to say that she consulted with you about how to 
describe these meetings. Do you recall that? 

Answer. Well, the ordering, in my memory, is different from Jane’s. I think in 
that same time that we were discussing those meetings, I told her about the addi- 
tional meeting, the whatever it is, September of ’96 meeting. Is that right? 

Question. The limo meeting? 

Answer. No, I don’t know anything about a limo meeting, but good tiy. The meet- 
ing in the Oval Office with James Riady in September, I believe, of ’96. 

Question. Okay. And did you describe these as social visits to Ms. Sherburne? 

Answer. Again, I don’t remember whether I did in that conveirsation. She was 
upset or concern^ that she didn’t have this last meeting, and so I don’t remember 
whether we got into much discussion or if she went out to find out whether there 
was, in fact, a third White House meeting. 

Question. She was upset she didn’t know about the September 9th Oval Office 
meeting? 

Answer. Is that the date, September 9, 1996? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Yes, she did not know about that. And so I don’t remember whether we 
described the two meetings that I attended in that conversation or whether she im- 
mediately left, as I said. 

By the way, there was also a third meeting that 1 attended, or a second meeting 
that I attend^, but a third meeting. I was unaware of it imtil she told me about 
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the April 3 meeting. I think she then left to try to find out why they didn’t have 
a record of the third meeting. She came back later, she called me later, I think, and 
told me that in fact Nancy had told Miriam about the third meeting and it just 
hadn’t gotten written down. 

She asked me what happened at the two meeting I attended, and I didn’t de- 
scribe them to her in terms of saying they were social. 1 told her what happened, 
so 1 described what occurred at the meetings. 

Question. And did you both agree on how to describe them? 

Answer. She ask^ me how I thought they should be described and 1 said 1 
thought they should be described as social. 

Question. And what did she say? 

Answer. I think — 1 don’t know if she agreed with that. She reflects here that she 
told Mark to describe them as social. But at the time she was aware of not only 
my description of the meeting but of the substance of the meetings. 

Question. Now, she says, “He said they were social visits. Nancy Hemreich con- 
firmed that the April 1993 meeting had been simply to say hello. Accordingly, 1 in- 
structed Fabiani to describe the meetings as casual, drop-by visits, primarily social 
in nature.” 

Is it your testimony, then, that you didn’t just say they were social visits; that 
you, in fact, went into detail and described them at some point? 

Answer. I described them in much the same way that I described them to you, 
or at least the September 13th meeting to you, in saying that they dropped by, that 
they had this conversation, that the only thing I coilld recall from the conversation 
was John Huang indicating an interest in going to the DNC. 

Question. Did she tell you that John Huang had refused to discuss that September 
13th meeting with Joe Sandler? 

Answer. I don’t think so. I don’t think at this time, no. 

Question. Did you learn at some point that he had refused to discuss that with 
Joe Sandler? 

Answer. No, I don’t know if I knew that or not. But again, it wasn’t just the Sep- 
tember 13th, 1995 meeting. I also described to her the September 9, 1996 meeting. 

Question. So your recollection is you described the September 9th, 1996 meeting. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what was your understanding of what that meeting was? 

Answer. Again, that it was basically a social meeting, that at the end of the meet- 
ing as they were leaving, that Riady indicated to the President, I believe as they 
were standing up to leave, that he thought that our policy with respect to China 
was a correct policy and that he urced the President to stay engaged. 

Question. Do you know how the September 9th, 1996 meeting came about? 

Answer. I believe when we were — I don’t know how. I mean I assume the Riady — 
James Riady made a request for it. I was asked — Nancy called me one time when 
we were on the road and said that James Riady was going to be in town sometime 
in early September and did the President — ^and wanted to see the President and was 
the President willing to see him. And I think I asked the President, do you want 
to see James Riady when he’s in town, and he said, sure, for a few minutes. But 
I mean, again, the request had come from the Riadys. 

Question. Okay. So you asked the President if he wanted to see Mr. Riady pursu- 
ant to Nancy Hemreich’s request, and he said sure? 

Answer. Yeah. James Riady apparently had called the President — had called 
Nancy and said that he was coming to town and he would like to see the Resident. 
The President — wanted to know whether or not she should set it up, so she called 
me to ask the President on this trip whether or not, you know, he wanted to see 
him, and the President said fine. 

Question. Were you aware of Mark Middleton also making that request on behalf 
of Mr. Riady to anybody at the White House? 

Answer. Let me take it back. I don’t know — I don’t know that James Riady called. 
A request was made to the White House on behalf of James Mady. I don’t know 
whether James made it directly or Mark Middleton or, you know, someone else 
made it. All I know is that Nancy called me and said that James had made a re- 
quest. Now, whether that James had personally made the request or Mark Middle- 
ton had made a request on his behalf, but James had made a request to see the 
President, and did the President want to see him. 

Question. All right. Did you have experience in the past of Mark Middleton mak- 
ing requests for James Riady? 

Answer. Huh? 

Question. Did you have experience in the past of Mark Middleton making requests 
on behalf of Mr. Riady? 
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Answer. No, I didn’t. Again, I don’t know if 1 knew at this time that he had made 
a request on behalf of Mr. Riady. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Middleton working with the Riadys 
in any capacity? 

Answer. No, not at that time. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, counsel. If I may inteiject at this point, it is now 20 after 
3, and we had — my understanding is we had agreed to a 3:30 termination. 

Ms. Comstock. We had not agreed to a 3:30 termination. 

Mr. Ballen. Could I finish my sentence? Would that be possible? You can say 
whatever you want. I would like a chance to say something here today uninter- 
rupted, at least one time. 

We had a^ed to a 3:30 termination, as I was saying, and the Minority, we have 
been going since 10 o’clock with veiy short breaks. The Minority has about 10 min- 
utes worth of questions that we would like to ask before this deposition is termi- 
nated, and it is now 20 afler 3. 

Ms. Comstock. Let the record reflect that the Minority counsel was uninter- 
rupted, but inaccurate. We did not agree to a 3:30 termination time. When we set 
up this deposition, we did incficate that it would go most of the day and did not 
agree to any termination point other than when we were completed with the ques- 
tioning. 

Mr. Murray. Well, as you know, Ms. Comstock, we have requested, because of 
Mr. Lindsey’s other duties, that we adjourn this afternoon so that he can get back 
to work. However, he worild be willing to finish this line of questioning about this 
subject, which is I guess the subject of the various meetings with the Riadys at the 
White House and Ms. Sherburne’s take on that and all of the correspondence that 
was engendered as a result. And Mr. Lindsey would be willing to sit and finish this 
line of questioning, and then allow the Minority to ask whatever questions they 
have about this matter or any other matters that have gone previous. 

So can we do that? 

Ms. Comstock We still do have matters related to Charlie Trie to go into, too, 
which I don’t think wUl be too lengthy, the meetings you had on May 9th with Mr. 
Cardozo regarding Mr. Trie. 

The Witness. Maybe we could try to do this and then look at the timing and see 
whether or not it is 3:45 or 4:45, and then decide whether to go into Charlie Trie 
today or another time. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. Well, I’ll — I would like to firush up today. 

Mr. KanjORSKI. What is the estimated time on the other two? 

Ms. Comstock Well, we are going to, I guess, continue to go through these docu- 
ments. 

Mr. Kanjorski. This is to wind up visits by Riadys, but then you will have an- 
other series of questions you are interested in. My question is, how long do you an- 
ticipate they will take? 

Ms. Comstock Well, it depends on the witness’s knowledge of Charlie Trie, which 
I’m not fully aware of. 

Mr. Murray. Well, I’ve gone through this process with the Senate, which I under- 
stand the House people are not privy to when what the Senate has done, but I don’t 
think it took the Senate too long to get through the Charlie Trie matter. So perhaps 
you all can do as well. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Well, we will move through this and then go to the Minority ques- 
tions. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. And maybe we can go back to the Charlie Trie matters, 
depending on where we are in time. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Lindsey may have nothing to do, but I have a schedule. 

The Witness. What was your question? 

Mr. Murray. The only one wi& nothing to do. Congressman, are all the lawyers 
sitting here. We have nothing better to do. 

Mr. Kanjorski. That’s right. 

Ms. Comstock Well, now we have. 

The Witness. You had asked me about what role I knew Mark Middleton had 
played, and I told you I knew no role or relationship with Mark Middleton with Mr. 
mady at the time. 

Mr. Ballen. There was no question pending. 

Ms. Comstock I did not interrupt the question. 

Mr. Murray. Let tiie record so reflect. 

Mr. Ballen. There you go. 

The Witness. Anyway, we were wedking through this document. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Okay. While we are addressing this, on this topic, this is regarding the 
September 6th, ’96 meeting. This is a memo to Mack McLaiiy from Mark Middleton. 
It’s CCH 000157, and it’s dated September 6th, 1996. 

And in this memo, Mr. Middleton is thanking Mr. McLa^ for his emeditious as- 
sistance and indicates the meeting participant was staying at the pWr Seasons 
Hotel in New York, was going to be arriving in Washington, D.C., and he was trying 
to facilitate a Monday meeting. We have had testimony that this memo was regard- 
ing Mr. Riady, in setting up this meeting in September of ’96 with Mr. Riady. 

Does that refresh your recollection as to whether or not Mr. Middleton or Mr. 
McLarty or somebody else was involved in setting up this meeting for Mr. Riady 
with the President? 

Answer. Nancy Hemreich called me. I don’t know who talked to Nancy Hemreich. 
Nancy Hemreich called me, told me that James Riady would like to see the Presi- 
dent, and did the President want to see James Riady. 

Question. Ms. Hemreich never indicated to you that Mack McLarty had forwarded 
the request to her on behalf of Mr. Riady, or Mr. Middleton or anything like that? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. Have you ever seen this document before, sir? 

The Witness. No, sir. 

Ms. Comstock. We will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 24. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-24 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Were you aware of any visit that the President had several weeks before 
this with Mr. Riady where they hadn’t completed a conversation and that that’s why 
Mr. Riady wanted to arrange ^s appointment? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did the President indicate to you when you asked him about the meet- 
ing with James Riady whether or not he had talked to Mr. Riady recently? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Riady being at a diimer on July 30th, 1996, a 
small dinner that included Mr. Huang and hfr. Riady, Mr. Fowler, just a small 
group of other people? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of the President meeting with Mr. Riady at all at the 
Olympics? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you travel with the President to the Olympics? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Riady being at the Olympics? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So you were actually present in this September 9th, 1996 meeting? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And who else was there? 

Answer. Mark Middleton, James Riady and the President. 

Question. So Mark Middleton was at me meeting on September 9th? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you know how he came to be at the meeting? 

Answer. No. He came with Mr. Riady, but I don’t know — ^you know, I don’t know 
any more about it than that. 

Question. Did you know why he was there with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was that normal? 

Answer. Normal? I mean there were two meetings of this nature in 4 years. The 
other one had John Huang and Joe Giroir and Riady’s wife. This one had Mark Mid- 
dleton. These were basic^y drop-by, social visits. You know, if Mark was with 
James, you know, then it would not be unusual for him to stop by with him. Again, 
these were not policy discussions or specifically related to any matter, they were 
just drop-by because James was in town. 

Question. Well, we have had other testimony indicating this was a follow-up to 
a previous meeting. You know nothing about that? 

Answer. I know nothing about that. 

Question. And generally, what was discussed in the meeting was? 

Answer. They discuss^, again, they talked about social sort of things, family, 
what they were doing. James asked the President, made some comment to the 
President about how — ^had he given any thought to what he was going to do after 
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he was President because he’d be so yo\mg. And they talked about, you know, stay- 
ing involved and sort of Jimmy Carter-type ex-presidency, former presidency or post 
presidency versus a more Reagan or Bush type. I mean, it was just general chitchat 
like that. 

Then at the end of the meeting, as whoever came in to sort of teU the President 
that his next meeting was waiting or it was time to break up, people sort of stood 
up and, as I indicated earlier, James said something as he was leaving to the effect 
of I think you made the right decision on MFN and I hope you will stay engaged 
in China. 

Question. And what did the President say during this meeting? 

Mr. Murray. In response to that comment? 

The Witness. He may have said thank you. I don’t know if he said anything. It 
was not sort of the comment — ^it was not a discussion point, it was simply, you 
know, a — you know, I think you made the right decision and I think you should stay 
engaged. I think in response to earlier stun, he probably said that he hoped to he 
an active former President. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. And did Mark Middleton participate in this discussion at all? 

Answer. I don’t remember if Mark said anything in the meeting. I mean, he was 
there but I don’t remember him sa}dng anything. 

Question. Did you say an3rthing? 

Answer. Probably not. 

Question. So was this basically a discussion between Mr. Riady and the President? 

Answer. Yes. I mean, it was basically a social visit between the two of them. 

Question. And there was no reference to a previous meeting that they had, con- 
tinuing on a conversation, nothing to that effect? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. For the record, that’s the third time that was asked and answered. 

Ms. Comstock. I’m just trying to assist the witness in reconciling this with pre- 
vious testimony. 

The Witness. My previous testimony? 

Ms. Comstock. No, previous testimony from other witnesses, if he has any knowl- 
edge about how that refreshes his recoUection as to anything that may have been 
said that seemed to be a continuation, that you didn’t know how the topic came up. 

Mr. Ballen. Where is the previous testimony to refresh the witness’s — to try to 
reconcile? Where is the previous testimony? 

Ms. Comstock. Mr. McLariy had testified that this meeting was set up to follow 
up on a previous meeting that the President and Mr. Riady had had, wluch appar- 
entW this witness is not familiar with, so 

Mr. Murray. Well, Mr. Lindsey’s recollection is not refreshed by your recollection 
to whatever it was that Mr. McLarty said. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did you ever talk to Mr. McLarty about this meeting? 

Answer. No, not that I recall. 

Question. Either before or after the meeting? 

Answer. Not that I recaU, no. 

Question. Okay. On the next page it reads that during the same time period, 
Fabiani had been asked whether the President and Riady had a private conversa- 
tion in a limousine somewhere around the time of the summer Olympics during 
which they discussed policy toward China. 

Do you recall discussing that with Ms. Sherburne? 

Answer. No. Jane ask^ me whether or not the President had ever met in a Um- 
ousine with Riady, and I told her I had no earthly idea. 

Question. Did anyone ever ask the President about that? 

Answer. I don’t know. I didn’t. 

Question. All right. 

Answer. I did say to her, you know, that if they were having a conversation out- 
side in the open, that the Secret Service could well have urged them to get inside 
of the limo b^ause the Secret Service gets very nervous for the President to stand 
around outside having conversations. I did not confirm that Riady had sat with the 
President in his limousine following a political dinner in Washington sometime since 
the Olympics, because I had no earthly idea whether that was the case. 

Question. So that sentence here is inaccurate? 

Answer. That’s correct. The only thing I said to her was it would not surprise me, 
again, that if they were standing outside talking, that the Service might ask them 
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to get inside of the limo in order to complete the conversation because they don’t 
like him standing around in the open air. 

Now, “He did not know what they had discussed, and said it likely was private 
only because the Secret Service would have been uncomfortable with the President 
standing outside in the open air,” again, I told her I had no idea whether the^ had 
met, I had no knowledge that they had met. If they had — if there had been a dinner, 
she may have told me that there was a dinner that he attended. And I told her if 
there was a dinner and if they were standing outside talking, it is quite likely that 
th^ were asked to get in the Umo as opposed to standing outside. 

Question. Are you aware of anyone at the White House checking any records 
about this matter, about the limo meeting, the alleged limo meeting? 

Answer. I don’t know anything about a limo meeting. I think there was an event 
at one of the hotels in D.C. around the end of July. 

Question. July 30th. 

Answer. Okay. That Riadv attended. But, you know, again, I wasn’t at that din- 
ner, I don’t know whether he was at that dinner. I don’t know anything about it. 
But I do think the records reflect that he attended a dinner around the end of July. 

Question. But your testimony is, then, that you never spoke with the President 
about what may have been this other meeting that Mr. Fabiani had been a^ed 
about? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. And then in the second paragraph it indicates that “On October 
10 or 11, 1 asked Records Man^ement to puU all the Riadv correspondence.” 

Do you recall discussing the Riady correspondence with Ms. Sherburne? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what did you discuss? 

Answer. She brought the correspondence to the Albuquerque debate prep and she 
showed it to me. It was the first time I had seen it. She suggested that she thought 
that referring to the meetings as social, given this piece of correspondence, would 
not be believed, and therefore we should change our description of the meeting to 
reflect something more than just a social conversation. 

I told her I thought that was crazy, that I didn’t see how a 1993 letter from 
Mochtar Riady could or should change two conversations that I particmated in in 
1996 and 1996, and that I didn’t think — I thought it was a mistake. I thought if 
we tried to recharacterize it, it would be mischaracterizing it. 

She said the press would never believe, based on this letter, that these other 
meetings weren’t — were only social and weren’t more policy related, and I said 1 
didn’t care what they believed, that was the fact. 

Question. Was it your understanding when you responded to the press inquiries 
that they were only interested in the meetings that you had had with the Riadys, 
or that mey generally wanted to know what the meetings with the Riadys and tiie 
President were about? 

Answer. There were only three that I was aware of, private meetings, one of 
which I did not attend, which was described as a photo op in April of 1993; one in 
September of ’95; and one in September of ’96. So I was at the only two real, if you 
don’t include the photo op, meetings that occurred, so other than the President of 
the United States, I was probably the best person to describe what happened at 
those meetings, you know, in terms of being able to describe them. 

Again, she knew at the time, she was aware of what happened at those two meet- 
ings. It was only in light of the letter that she thought uiat the press would not 
accept our emlanation as to what those two meetings were about. 

Question. Okay. And then she indicates in the last paragraph at the bottom that 
there was a conference call on handling it, handling the Riady matter, which in- 
cluded you. The other participants were Harold Ickes, Joe Sandler, Amy Weiss-Tobe, 
and Joe Lockhardt. 

Do you recall that conference call? 

Answer. We have conference calls almost eve^ day, so whether or not we had a 
conference call in which we discussed the inquiries of various people, what the DNC 
or the White House was getting — so ifs quite possible we had a conference call in 
which we talked about the inqiuries of— about the Riady visits. 

Qwstion. And one of the sentences here says, “I believe this was the call in which 
Fabiani also expressed the view that the press did not expect a detailed explanation 
until after the election.” 

Did you have a discussion about, you know, when — wait until after the election 
to discuss the full 

Answer. No. 

Question. Picture on this? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Okay. 

Answer. The next sentence is correct: “Bruce reiterated his concern about over- 
stating the significance of the meetings.” 

Again, my position ih>m day one was that an April or March, whatever the date 
is, letter, 1993 letter to the President from Mochtar Riady could not and should not 
have anything to do with how we described two meetings with James Riady 2-1/2, 
3 years later. 

Question. At this time were you aware of the amount of donations that the Riadys 
had given to the DNC? 

Answer. When? In ’96 or 1992? 

Question. Well, were you aware of the total donations that had been given in 1992 
or ’96? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You had no idea on the numbers or the figures? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of the amount of money that they had 
given to the Inaugural? 

Answer. No, I don’t think so. 

Question. Was there ever aiw discussion of the amoimt of donations that the 
Riady family had made to the DNC and to the Presidential Inaugural Committee? 

Answer. No, no. W^t would it have to do with these two meetings? I mean, you 
know, Riady and Clinton were on fiiendly terms so, you know, the President saw 
him not because he gave money to the DNC or to the Inaugw^, but because they 
had a relationship going back to when James had business interests in Arkansas. 

Question. And would uiey be considered longtime fnends? When we talked before, 
not just in the context of what was previously indicated, that maybe the use of 
“long-term fnends” by politicians doesn’t reaUy mean friends, was this a real fi-iend- 
ship or 

Answer. You know, I don’t quite know — I mean, you know, in my world a real 
friend is a guy you have over to your house for a beer, and you sit around and you 
talk and you go to movies together, and you do things like that. In that sort of 
world, no, the Riadys would not be real fnends. They saw the President, you know, 
if it wasn’t as a social event, a fund-raising event or a White House type event, they 
saw the President two, three times in four years, okay? 

Do they have a friendship? I mean, do they see each other as fiiends? Do they 
ask about, when the^ see each other, do they know what their wives’ names are, 
maybe how maiw children they have and ask about them? Yes. You know, so they 
have that sort of relationship. But again, you know, it’s degrees of fnendships. They 
are not a close personal fiiend, but they clearly were friend. 

Question. The last line here reads, “However, no one, including Bruce, disagreed 
that we needed to provide a fuller account of these meetings if press interest per- 
sisted.” 

Is that true? 

Answer. I don’t know if that would have been true or not. I don’t recall us having 
a discussion about whether we should go further. Again, I did express concern that 
I didn’t think we should, in my judgment, mischaracterize these meetings based pri- 
marily on a three-vear old letter. 

Question. And then on the next page, EOP 4058 indicates on the top of the page 
that Joe Sandler had told Jane Sherburne that John Huang had refused to teU him 
about one of the subjects that had been discussed in his September 1995 meeting 
with the President, Bruce and Riady. 

Do you recall discussing that with Jane? 

Answer. Again, I think 1 told her that probabljr in one of the first conversations 
we had at araut this time. I had probably a 30-minute telephone conversation with 
her in mid-October, prior to aU of this, in which — or early to mid-October, in which 
I went through as much detail as I could remember about what the two meetings 
involved, and I think I had told her in that — ^at that time that in this meeting John 
Huang had raised going to the DNC. 

Question. Did you ever talk to John Huang about these matters in this time 
fi'ame, in October of 1996? 

Answer. What matters? 

Question. About the meetings that — ^the Riady meetings? 

Answer. No, not that I recall, no. 

Question. Or the September of ’95 meeting? 

Answer. No, I don’t think so. 

Question. Were you aware of people trying to get in touch with them at the 
DNC— I mean people at the DNC trying to get in touch with him and not being able 
to find him? 
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Answer. I don’t know if I was aware that the DNC wasn’t able to find him. I was 
aware of the whole dispute about making himself available to the plaintiffs in the 
Commerce Department lawsuit, Judicial Watch lawsuit. I was aware of that. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with him about that, or John Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question- Or with anyone at the DNC? 

Answer. Oh, I had a lot of discussions with people at the DNC. 

Question. And what did you discuss with them about John Huang making himself 
available? 

Answer. We agreed that John Huang would make himself available or he would 
be terminated. 

Question. And were you aware of Mr. Huang going to the Hartford presidential 
delmte? Did you see him at that event? 

Answer. I don’t recall seeing him at that debate. 

Question. You never had any discussions with anyone about him being up there 
at that event? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. Are you aware of him being at the White House at any time during this 
controversy, anyone talking to him at the White House? 

Answer. I don’t recall, no. 

Question. Are you aware of Harold Ickes trying to get ahold of him? 

Answer. Separate and — ^no, 1 don’t remember Harold trying to get ahold of him, 
separate and distinct. Harold was involved in many of the same conversations I was 
involved in about what the DNC’s reaction should be if John didn’t make himself 
available for the deposition. 

Question. Were you aware of him traveling around to avoid the press or leaving 
Washington? 

Answer. No. I had a sense — again, this is a sense — ^that the DNC knew where he 
was, he just wasn’t roing to make himself available for, you know, for the subpoena, 
but that he was camng in and that they, you know, either knew where he was or 
were talking to him, and they also knew who his lawyer was, and they commu- 
nicated to his lawyer that if, you know, if he didn’t make himself available to accept 
service on the subpoena, that he would be terminated. 

Question. Was there any concern at the White House during that time that — I 
mean, there became sort of a, you know, “Where’s Waldo?” kind of situation where 
he wasn’t coming in and people are trying to find him, and it went on for about 
a week or so, trying to — is he going to return to Washington? Where is he? Do you 
recall any discussions about that? 

Answer. No. I didn’t have a sense that people at the DNC — knew he was not 
making himself available to be served with a subpoena, but I didn’t know that he 
was actively avoiding either the DNC or actively avoi^g the service of the sub- 
poena. He just wasn’t going to voluntarily make Itself available for it. 

Question. Was the White House concerned about that, about him not making him- 
self available for the subpoena? 

Mr. Ballen. I think the witness has already testified on this point. 

The Witness. The White House indicated to him that if he didn’t make himself 
available to accept subpoena he would be terminated. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I know that was the final decision, but what were the discussions lead- 
ing up to that? 

Answer. This is all about 2 days. I don’t know if there was all that discussion. 
The judge had called Joe Sandler down, had suggested to him that, you know, iJiat 
the DNC — ^maybe Joe had indicated he didn’t know where he was, said that the 
DNC had some sort of ability to find him. And with that, you know, we said the 
only ability we had was to teu him to show up for work on Monday and accept serv- 
ice or be terminated, and that we passed that word to his lawyer that, you know, 
if he didn’t show up for work on Monday to accept service, he would be terminated. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with the President about that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did the President ever express any concern to you that this was going 
on and becoming somewhat of an issue in the campaign? 

^swer. Not that I recall. It got resolved in about 2-1/2, 3 days. It seemed like 
this was a Friday, and by Sunday he had accepted service and it was over, and by 
Wednesday they had taken his deposition and it was a nonevent. I mean there was 
a little coverage on it that night, but it didn’t seem to me to be his — ^you know, his 
deposition seemed to be nothing earth-shattering. 
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Question. You don’t recall any conversations with the President? 

Answer. I don’t believe I had any conversations with the President. 

Question. And Ms. Sherburne indicates, she quotes the L.A. Times report on Octo- 
ber 16th where you indicated you weren’t going to discuss what the September ’95 
meeting was about. 

Answer. That’s not ^te true. I told them I wouldn’t discuss any meeting that 
anybody had with the President of the United States with the press. You know, he 
said, “What did they discuss?” I said, “I’m not going to talk to you about meetings 
that the President has and what’s discussed.” 

Question. And then did you — ^Ms. Sherburne writes about how she removed her- 
self from this matter at some point. Did you have any discussions about her not 
being involved in these matters at that time? 

Answer. She didn’t remove herself from this matter. It became apparent that this 
was going to last beyond the election and beyond Jane’s decision to leave the White 
House. And therefore, I think it was her decision that someone else who was going 
to be there, who could see it through, should pick it up, as opposed to her doing 
it and then leaving and having the person with all of the knowledge about it be 
gone. So it wasn’t any sort of a — I mean it was more of this thing will not be re- 
solved by the time I leave, and therefore, someone else ought to be Imndling it. 

Question. And then she indicates that you had a discussion with Jack Quinn 
about this. Do you recall that discussion? 

Answer. Where’s that? 

Question. It says, “Harold discussed my concern with Bruce,” about the middle of 
the paragraph there on the bottom, “and reported back that Bruce had conferred 
with Jack Quinn and they agreed it was sensible for Fabiani and me to withdraw.” 

Answer. Possible. I don’t recall it. 

Question. And then she indicates that she briefed you and Cheryl Mills on the 
information she had collected. Do you know who made the decision that you and 
Cheryl Mills shoiild be the people addressing these matters? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Jack Quinn make that decision, or did you all just kind of take 
them on? 

Answer. Well, again, she may have briefed me. I don’t think — I think Cheryl was 
actually involv^ in it. You know, I again was on the road 99 percent of the time. 
So other than to the extent that I was, you know, the person who knew something 
about at least two of the events, Cheryl really took it over. 

Question. Okay. And then briefly, because the rest of the discussion is regarding 
the New York ’Times story that then followed and said there were disputes on how 
to characterize the Riady visits, you had — did you have a disagreement with Ms. 
Sherburne at this time on how to explain this to the New York Tunes? 

Answer. I didn’t know anybody was explaining it to the New York Times until 
I read it in the New York Times. 

Question. Did you receive a copy of this memo that we are reviewing? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And we have another, EOP 8737, another 

Answer. What’s it say at the top? 

Mr. Murray. It says, “Jack, this is mostly crap. Bruce.” 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. That is your handwriting? 

Answer. That is my handwriting and that is my comments. 

Ms. Comstock. This is EOP 8737 throiKh 41. I want to make the first one, EOP 
4056 through 60, make that Deposition Exhibit No. 25. And then I’ll make your 
copy, EOP 8737 through 41, Deposition Exhibit No. 26. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-25 was marked for identification.] 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-26 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall who gave you a copy of the memo? 

Answer. I think Jane did. 

Question. And did you discuss the memo with Jane? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you discuss it with Jack Quinn? 

Answer. Other than writing my comments on it, no. I may have told him that per- 
sonally I thought it was mosuy crap. 

Question. And what were you rererring to there? 
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Answer. Well, we just went through my disagreements and differences with the 
factual statements here. I mean 

Question. Did you identify to Mr. Quinn or to anyone at the White House the 
points that you disagreed with? 

Answer. Oh, you know, there was a whole series of discussions, most of which you 
have here. Jane called me in Australia when the New York Times story came out 
and told me that, you know, that she hadn’t said what this said, that she wasn’t 
the source for some of the information in here, that she and I never had a disagree- 
ment, and so on and so forth. 

Answer, decision was made that Jane should write a letter to the editor of the 
New York Times outlining what she said happened. That letter never got written. 
Cheryl Mills — Jane had told me, she had told Maggie Williamson, she had told 
Cheryl Mills, she may have told David Kendall, she told all of these people that 
what was in the New York Times and the suggestions in the New York Times were 
not correct. 

So Cheryl made an attempt, based upon what she had told all of those people, 
to write the letter that Jane wouldn’t write. Jane then told Cheryl — you know, but 
that was based upon not only what she had told Cheryl and me out what she had 
told Maggie and fendall and others — Jane said she couldn’t sign that letter and 
wrote this memo. 

So at this point there had been an extensive, not with me personally, but an ex- 
tensive back and forth about what Jane was telling us she had said and what I 
think is reflected in the letter to the editor and then what is reflected in this. 

Question. And so the letter to the editor, which is EOF 4943 through 45, has a 
handwritten note, I believe, to Jane from Cheryl Mills? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. That is her handwriting on the front of that page? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. It’s dated 11-22-96. It says, “After talking with you yesterday about the 
letter you’ve been working on.” Jane was working on a letter? 

Answer. She said she was. I mean, no one ever saw it, but she claims for a period 
of time that she was writing this letter, and we thought time was slipping away 
and if you were going to respond to it, you should respond. We were hoping to re- 
wond by the Sunday paper, so that there would be a response in the Sunday paper. 
’Ime was slipping away, so Cheryl took her hand at drafting something. 

Question. Did you work on this with Chenrl Mills? 

Answer. I thi^ she read it to me, but I don’t know if I worked on it with her. 

Ms. Comstock. I’ll make that D^osition Exhibit No. 27. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-27 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Was it Mr. Fabiani who was discussing this with the New York ’Times? 
Is Uiat the concern, about how he was characterizing it in some way? 

Mr. Murray. Cheiracterizing what? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Characterizing the meeting, what he had been told? 

Answer. I don’t know who — whether Mark Fabiani or Jane were talking to the 
New York Times. I don’t know. 

Question. Okay. And then EOF 4946 through 47 is another draft of the letter, 
which is dated 11-23-96. At the top it says, “New draft reflects comments of Evelyn, 
McCur^ and Lindsey.” Do you know whose handwriting that is on the top of that 
version? 

Answer. Maybe Cheryl’s, but I can’t tell. 

Ms. Comstock. rU make that Draosition Exhibit 28. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-28 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you recall discussing this with Harold Ickes? 

Answer. I don’t recall. 

Question. Because we have another copy of the November 26th memo. It’s EOF 
7378 through 82. It appears to have Harold Ickes’ handwriting on it. Did you ever 
see a copy with Harold’s handwriting? 

Answer. No. The only copy of this memo I ever saw was the one that I got that 
I returned to Jack. 

Ms. Comstock. I’U make this copy, which has Harold Ickes’ handwriting on it. 
Deposition Exhibit No. 29. 
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[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-29 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Finally, this EOF 49 — actually, Fm sorry. This is — during this time 
frame, did you have any discussions with the President about the characterizations 
of these meetings and the President clarifying it, as opposed to you or Ms. 
Sherburne qualif^ng it, how the meetings were characterized? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Because the President had made statements in the New York Times; 
is ^at correct? 

Answer. My understanding is that the President would characterize the meeting 
the same way I did. 

Question. But did you have discussions with him about that? 

Answer. Fve had him tell me, “I don’t know how these people can characterize 
the meetings since you and I were the only two in them.” 

Question. And then EOP 4948, which is a memo to Cheiyl from Jane, it’s 4950 — 
I’m sorry, 4948 through 4950, to Cheryl Mills from Jane Sherburne. Did you get a 
copy of this November 26th, 1996 memo going through the letter to the editor? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock Let’s make that Deposition Exhibit Number 30. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL^O was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And we’ve also received these handwritten notes. 

Answer. I may have seen this. Cheryl may have shown this to me. I just don’t 
recall. 

Question. Oka^ 

Mr. Murphy. This being the November 26, ’96, note from Jane to Cheryl. 

Ms. Comstock Right, we just made it Deposilion Exhibit Number 30. 

The Witness. I did not receive a copy. Whether or not Cheryl had shown me a 
copy. I just don’t recall. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. And then there’s some handwritten notes which I believe are 
Jane Sherburne’s written notes, which are EOP 4061 through 63. Did you ever re- 
ceive ^ese notes for any reason? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock Oka^ Let’s make that Deposition Exhibit Number 31. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-31 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Comstock And then there’s a December 7th, 1996, memo for Jack Quinn 
from Cheiyl Mills regarding the November 26th memo. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did Ms. MiUs discuss this memo with you? 

Answer. I don’t — don’t recall. I don’t — ^I don’t think so. 

Question. And I believe you’ve kind of testified, in essence, to what is in here, so 
I won’t go tluough this again, but just for the record. I’ll metke this Deposition Ex- 
hibit Number 32. And that’s EOP 4956. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-32 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Is there anything that you would want to comment on on this docu- 
ment? I’ll certainly give you the opportunity if there are any additional comments 
you have. 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Murphy. Fve got two left. Do you have two left? 

Ms. Comstock Those were repeate. I don’t know if 

Tile Witness. That’s not a repeat. That’s another 

Mr. Murphy. Erskine Bowles' copy or Leon 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 
Question. Do you know whose handwriting that is? 

Answer. No. It’s different than the one that Erskine says he doesn’t need to be 
involved with this until he becomes Chief of Staff. 
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Question. But is that the same memo? 

Answer. Right. Both of them said “returned unread.” 

Question. Is that Jack Quinn’s handwritu^ on there? 

Answer. I don’t — I cannot tell you that’s Jack Quinn’s handwriting. I believe Jack 
Quinn has told me that he — ^he reflected that he was filing it unread. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. Why don’t we go ahead and make that Deposition Exhibit 
Number 33, just so the recora has things there. And I’ll — ^the other letter to the edi- 
tor that has Jane’s note on it at the end, I’ll make that Deposition Exhibit Number 
34. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-33 was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And this is a November 25th, 1996, letter to the L.A. Times, Allen Mil- 
ler. And were you involved in discussions in responding to Mr. MiUer’s inquiries? 

Answer. Specifically, I don’t recall. I mean, I was — I was involved in discussions 
with responding to various inquiries fi-om various news outfits. Whether or not 
Allen Miller was one of them or not, I don’t recall. Yeah, I think I was involved 
with this one, because after this one, he asked many of the same questions to us, 
and we wrote a letter, I believe, also, to him saying that, basically, the letter, as 
written by the DNC, reflected our understanding as well. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BL-34 was marked for identification.} 

Ms. Comstock Okay. If we could just break for a moment. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Comstock I just want to let you know that we do still have — oh. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Ballen. I need to take a brief break at this moment for a moment anyway. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. 

[Recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. And then I think we’ve discussed a lot of the matters that are 
in this November 25th letter to AUen Miller from Amy Weiss Tobe. But directing 
your attention to the second page, it says that — ^in the third paragraph down, it says 
the DNC has a long-standing policy wi& cooperating with all regulatoiy and judicial 
proceedings. Consistent with this policy, Mr. Huang testified ftuly at his deposition 
without invoking the Fifth Amendment privilege. 

Do you recall if there was any discussion with Mr. Huang that you know of or 
that you learned of about whether or not he should invoke his Fifth Amendment 
privilege? 

Answer. I don’t know whether we had a discussion spedficeilly, but I think we had 
a — because we thought he was or wouldn’t. But I think we had a general discussion 
about, if he did, whether or not we would terminate him. I think the answer was 
we would. 

Question. And that would have been a discussion in late October, then? 

Answer. Well, it would be right around the same time that we were discussing 
whether or not he — whether we would terminate him if he did not accept service. 
Then I think, again, I don’t know if it was a h;irpothetical question or— you know, 
I think it was a hypothetical question — ^hypothetic^ question: What happens if he — 
if he shows up but then refuses to answer based upon his Fifth Amendment rights. 
And I think we decided we would terminate him imder that condition as well. 

Question. Do you know who “we” is who talked about that? 

Answer. Again, I think “we” is Joe Sandler, Harold, me. I don’t know. You know, 
in general discussion about this. I don’t know whether Jane was involved or not. 

Question. Do you know whether that was communicated to Mr. Huangs attorney? 

Answer. No. I don’t know if it ever came up. I mean, because I think it was more 
of a hypothetical — ^the accepting service was clearly real, because, you know, the 
Judge had instructed him to. 

hfy sense is that the discussion about whether or not to invoke — what we would 
do if he invoked the Fifth Amendment was more hypothetical in that we were just, 
in our own mind, tiying to decide what our position would be. And I think we de- 
cided that we wo^d terminate him. 

Question. Did anyone raise any reason to take the Fifth? 

Answer. No. I mean, I don’t think it was a specific conversation. I think it was 
just, well, if he shows up, and he takes the Fifth, what are we going to do. And, 
again, I don’t know if it was ever repeated to him or if it was ever a necessity to 
repeat to him. 

Question. Was it ever communicated to him that the President would like him to 
come forth and speak on this? 
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Answer. I don’t — I don’t know. I never spoke to John, so I don’t know what was 
communicated to him. 

Question. Was there ever an effort made to let John Huang know this is hinting 
the President, the President would like you to come forward and speak about this? 

Answer. Again, I don’t know the answer to that. We had conversations in which 
we S£ud that, you know, he either was going to come forward or he was going to 
be terminated. And we got word back that if that was the case, he would come for- 
ward. 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 

Ms. Comstock Was there any matters you wanted to clarify at this point? 

Mr. Murphy. No, I was just confused about something. 

The Witness. I was just clarifying with my lawyer. 

Mr. Murphy. He’s keeping me straight. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. The next paragraph indicates that Chairman Fowler made the decision 
to let Mr. Huang go, along with a number of other fund-raising staff. And Ms. 
Thomberry informed Mr. Ickes. And Mr. Ickes also briefed Mr. Lindsey on this mat- 
ter. Do you recall what Mr. Ickes told you about Mr. Huang’s status? 

Answer. Uh-huh. He told me that they were going to let John go. And I — I don’t 
know if he told me or I asked, you know, is this unique to him or in that he’s been 
in there the course of it. He said, no, that they were letting him go because the cam- 
paign was over, and they were letting go a good number of their fund-raising people. 

I said at that point, as long as it was part of a general downsizing, if they were — 
you know, at that point, I didn’t know of any reason why John Huang should be 
singled out. But if they were going to let go of all of them, 1 didn’t see any reason 
wlw John Huang shouldn’t be included. 

Question. At this time, I guess this is — by November of ’96, there also was in — 
the FEC had begun to look into things. Was it your understanding that John Huang 
was cooperating with DNC’s own sort of internal review and assisting the FEC in 
any review they were going to do? 

Answer. I don’t know the answer to that. 

Question. Did you have any understanding of whether or not John Huang was 
provided access to his records at the DNC? 

Answer. I don’t think I knew one way or the other. I don’t know whether they 
asked or whether he had or hadn’t. 

Question. Do you know if John Huang’s records were sealed off in any way at the 
DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. When he was let ct, do you know of any effort — did anyone suggest that 
his records should be sealed on and secured? 

Answer. I — I wasn’t aware of any conversation like that. I don’t know whether 
anybody else suggested it or not. 

Question. Okav. You were aware when Dick Morris left the campaign abruptly in 
August of ’96 of his office being sealed and not being able to get back to his 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object. 

Ms. Comstock— document. 

Mr. Ballen. I object to the relevancy of this question. I don’t see what it has to 
do with the campaign finance investigation. 

Ms. Comstock I’m just trying to get at the practices. 

The Witness. One is the DNC and one is the campaign. I think Lynn Utrecht 
made a decision to do that. U-T-R-E-C-H. 

Mr. Murphy. T. 


examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. With Mr. Morris? 

Answer. I think she made the decision to do that with Dick Morris. 

Question. Do you know why that was done? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How did you learn of that decision? 

Answer. I think someone told me she had changed the locks or something. 

Question. Okay. And was there concern about preserving records in that 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object to this line of questioning, because we had an 
agreement as to what we were going to finish questioning on, so minority would 
have a chance to ask its 10 minutes’ worth of questions in a 6-hour deposition. Now 
that we’re opening up another topic, that puts mat agreement into jeopardy. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Okay. I’m just trying to get a point of conmarison here on how Mr. 
Huangs records were treated. If you know, if you know of any effort made to secure 
Mr. Huang’s records. 

Answer. Again, I knew — ^I don’t know whether there wais or was not an effort to 
seciue his records. 

Question. Okav. 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t have any knowledm one way or the other. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of the DNC’s record search in general and 
how they’re going about searching for records? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. I’ll make this Deposition Exhibit Number 35. It’s a Novem- 
ber 25th, 1996 letter. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit No. BLi-35 was marked for identification.] 

[Witness confers with counsel.] 

The Witness. I’m sorry, was this an exhibit? Okay. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. This is a December 16th, 1996, Los Angeles Times memo to Mike 
McCurry from Glenn Bunting, re: Bruce Lindsey, asking you some questions follow- 
ing up on Mr. Huang and his hiring and matters like that 

I won’t go into detail with the questions, but you provided a December 18th re- 
sponse. You prepared this December 18th, 1996 response EOF 37012 through 13; 
is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And could you just generally tell us about — walk us through 

Mr. Murphy. Why? 

Ms. Comstock— how 

The Witness. I was responding to the letter, the December 16th request for infor- 
mation. I was giving responses to it 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. And at this time, when you were responding to this, did you use 
any records or refer to any documents that have been gathered at that time? 

Answer. Apparently, I must have looked at the records with respect to the 
Kristoferson material, because it says I do not recall the briefing, but a note from 
Mr. Christopherson indicates that it occurred. So I must have looked at something. 
I probably, you know, looked at — ^I had testimony before the Senate Whitewater 
Committro to see what the reference was down in the one, two, three, four, fifth 
paragraph. Beyond that, I don’t remember, you know, looking at any documents. 

Question. Okay. But do you recall documents about Mr. Huang’s appointment 
being pulled at that point, then, in December of 1996? Gary Christopher, you ref- 
erence a note from Gsiiy — fium Mr. Christopherson. 

Answer. Probably pulled and provided to various people who had requested it, in- 
cluding probably members of this committee. We had gotten letters starting in No- 
vember about these issues, and we were pulling documents and responding to those 
letter requests. 

Question. Okay. And were you reviewing those requests as they went through and 
the material in them? 

Answer. Some. Some not. I mean, you know, you know, again, I don’t — ^I can’t tell 
you that I reviewed all of them. I hdped, you know, look at some of the documents 
in response to some of the requests. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Ms. Comstock, is there a chance now — ^it’s about eight minutes 
left. 

Ms. Comstock Yeah. I’ll make the December 16th, 1996 memo Deposition Num- 
ber 36. And we’ll make Mr. Lindsey’s response of December 18th Deposition Exhibit 
Number 37. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit Nos. BL-36 and BL-37 were marked for identifica- 
tion.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. COMSTOCK 

Question. And just to complete the record, there are two more responses. 

Answer. Right. Just proving that, any time you respond to the press, theyTl come 
back with more questions. 

Question. And this a December 19th request fiom the Los Angeles Times to you 
and then your December 20th response back. And do you recall either of these, ei- 
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ther the previous one, the 18th or the 20th, if you had any discussions with the 
President about any of these 

Answer. No. 

Question. Matters or with Mr. Ickes or anyone else at the White House? 

Answer. No. I would note that, shortly after I wrote this, Sara Fritz was pulled 
off the Whitewater Water coverage. 

Question. I’m siu« she appreciates that. 

Answer. I’m not sme if she does or doesn’t, you know. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. I’U make December 19th memo ftxaa the Los Angeles Times 
Deposition Exhibit Number 38 and the December 20th memo— 

Mr. Ballen. We don’t have those copies. The Minority doesn’t have a copy of the 
last two 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. 

Mr. Baixen. — that you were discussing. 

Ms. Comstock. We’ll make that last one Deposition Number 39, the December 
20th response from Mr. Lindsey. 

[Lindsey Deposition Exhibit Nos. BL-38 and BL-39 was marked for identifica- 
tion.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. And, finally, somewhat related to, but I just wanted to finish — we had 
mostly gone through the Hubbell things. When Mr. Hubbell testified in February 
of ’96 about Ldppo payments, did you have any discussions with anybody at the 
White House at that time in February of ’96 aliout Mr. Hubbell’s public testimony 
at that time when he was asked about if he had done any work for Lippo? 

Answer. Again, not any other than just asking somebc^y if they had seen the arti- 
cle or something like that. No, I didn’t have any substantive discussions about it. 

Question. Okay. Thank you. I will break now for the Minority. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Mr. Lindsey, we want you to know that Mr. Kanjorski and the Minority 
Members of this committee extend their thanks to you to take your time here with 
your busy session. You’ve been here nearly 6-1/2 hours with only minor breaks. Your 
effort to provide full and complete answers is noteworthy. 

Answer. I appreciate it. 

Question. I just have a few questions, sir. 

First of all, on the Webster Hubbell matter which you were questioned about ex- 
tensively, did the President or the First Lady at any time ever ask you, sir, to find 
employment opportunities for Webster Hubbell after he resigned firom the Justice 
Department? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Question. And, in fact, sir, you never tried to find employment opportunities for 
Webster Hubbell after he resigned from the Justice Department? 

Answer. No, sir, I did not. 

Question. And you had no idea what services Webster Hubbell provided the Riady 
family, if any, in 1994, did you, sir? 

Answer. I do not know. 

Question. Did you ever tell the President or the First Lady that Webster Hubbell 
was working for the Riady family? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock Or for the Lippo Group? 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Did you or the President ever have what you would consider a sub- 
stantive discussion about Jane — with James, I’m sorry, with James or Mochtar 
Riady about changing oiu: trade policy in any fashion? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you, to your knowledge, or the President ever been lobbied by the 
Riadys to specifically change any U.S. trade policy or any other policy of the United 
States Government? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Question. In fact, sir, have you ever urged changes in U.S. trade policy or any 
other policy of the United States Government in response to hearing the views of 
either James or Mochtar Riady? 

Answer. No, sir. 
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Question. Are you aware of any efforts by James and Mochtar Riady to lobby for 
changes in U.S. trade policy or any other policy in the United States Government? 

Answer. I know that Mochtar Riady wrote a letter in early ’93 in which he urged 
a one-level approach toward Vietnam, but I learned of that in October of 1996 
after — clearly after our policy already had been changed with respect to Vietnam. 

Question. There are a series of questions that Mr. Condit, a member of our com- 
mittee wanted to have asked. Have you ever been asked by any other official inves- 
tigative body to testify and provide evidence on any of the matters being inves- 
tigated by this committee now? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Which other bodies would that be? 

Answer. Justice Department, a couple Federal grand juries, the Senate. To the ex- 
tent we talked about the Whitewater, the RTC, Inspector General, yeah. Senate and 
the House both, the current committee and the Banking Committee, and later the 
Whitewater Committee. 

The last time I did a check, I had given or testified, I think, publicly or in deposi- 
tion, not including maybe grand juiy and RTC and Justice Department, FBI inves- 
tigation, 17 times between the Senate and House on Whitewater and other related 
matters. 

Question. Is this number 18? Does that include the Senate? 

Answer. Yeah, that includes — that includes aU of my testimony before the Senate, 
almost every time I testified in the Senate was preceded by a deposition. So it would 
be both the deposition, and then the hearing would be twice. And if you go back 
to 1993, I — I think, at that time, it was 14. ?Gid since then. I’ve testified before the 
Senate and the House and one more investigation downtown. 

Question. Okay. Have any of these requests for information overlapped with one 
another? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you received any request to provide more documents or testimony 
in the future that are pending that you know of? 

Answer. The harder Question is that I know of. I think we got a — a revised version 
of document requests mat overlapped si^ficantly with the document requests we 
had received earlier. And I think we’re in the process now of trying to figure out 
where the overlap is to find out which documents we’ve already provided and which 
ones we haven’t. 

Question. This may be a difficult question given the amount of time here, but can 
you estimate how much of your time you have spent in responding to requests ft'om 
this committee, I’ll put the Senate, since it overlapped so substantiaUy, for testi- 
mony, information, and documents? 

Answer. It’s almost impossible. I mean, there are times when, you know, for a 
week or so, I would do nothing but respond to either requests for production of docu- 
ments or testimony, either by deposition or in hearings. 

You know, I mean, again, my involvement goes back, unfortunately, to, you know, 
March of ’94. And so it involved a criminal investigation as well. So it’s hard for 
me to sort of single out. 

Question. Let’s take it from January of this year, then, when this current Senate 
and the House investigation had started. Can you give any sense of how much time 
you’ve spent? 

Answer. Document productions have taken up at least half of my time probably. 

Question. Half of your time since 

Answer. Yeah. That, again, is not only my own personal document productions, 
but also having, until we got this new group in, Lanny Breuer and others, having 
some involvement in reviewing other documents from o&er people. 

Question. So this has been a substantial burden on your time? 

Answer. Oh, absolutely. 

Question. Have you incurred expenses in responding to aU of these requests? 

Answer. Yes. Most of them are sitting right here n^ to me. 

Mr. Muhphy. Modest, I can assure you. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Well, that was actually my next question. Can you estimate the extent 
of expenses? 

Answer. WeU, again, actually, you know, as the M^ority knows, I quit bringing 
lawyers to these at one point and started coming on my own in order to try to avoid 
the cost of having lawyers. TTiat turned out to be a little bit of a mess in and of 
itself. 
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Again, it’s hard for me to separate this from — from my others. Bill would have 
a better sense. One, he’s doing it at a discounted rate, and, two, I hope in the end 
that there will be a representotional fund that will cover all or some of it on the 
grounds that everything I did, I believe I did in some sort of official capacity and 
not personally. 

Question. In that regard, has this committee offered to reimbiu^e you for your 
time and expenses? 

Answer. No. In fact, this committee, frankly, has made it more difficult, because, 
otherwise, I would be represented by the White House Counsel’s Office. Because I 
believe, again, that I have a right, since everything I did was, you know, in official 
capacity, to be represented by me Counsel to the v^te House. And this committee 
has taken the position that the White House Counsel’s Office cannot represent 
White House staff people, therefore, requiring us either to come without a lawyer, 
which is not necessarily acceptable, or hire outside attorneys. 

Question. Will you plan to seek reimbursement from the committee for these ex- 
penses? 

Answer. I didn’t know that was an option. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Murphy. If it is an option, please send us a memo. We’ll pursue it. 

Mr. Ballen. Mr. Kanjorski, do you have an 3 rthing? 

Mr. Kanjorski. No. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Comstock We can let the record reflect, and we do have some open matters 
that we’ve discussed off the record that we’ll have to continue the deposition, but 
we will consider it done for today and have to pick up at another time depending 
on what occurs elsewhere. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 4:35 p.m., the deposition was concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow;] 
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TO: 

Chairman 

Wilhelm 

FR: 

Vida Benavides 

RE: 

APA Must 

Place List 


The following names were key players during the Clinton/Gore 
campaign. Thus far, their nomination have been held up. Per 
our conversation, you've asked for their names to see if 
you can assist in some way. Here are the names that 
needs to be pushed further in the HH or at the agency level. 

Thanks for helping me out on this. 

A0ENCIE8 


STATE 

March Fong Eu 
Irene Natividad 


Ambassador 

administrator position 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMIMISTRATION 

Gloria Ochoa GSA Region 9 Administrator 


AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Paula Bagasao SES level 


EDOCATION 

Dale Shimisaki 

Dang Pham 
Joan Yoshitomi 


Region 9 Director 

Deputy Director/Bilingual Education 
Region 10/Director 


HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 


Jacqueline Huey 


Region 2 /New York 


Cora Yamamoto 
Lorie Garduque 
Jocelyn Yap 
Lam Nguyen 


Food i Drug 

Children/ Youth /Families 
Office of Refugee i Resettlement 


F 0031769 


^ EXHIBIT 

i 





SMALL BUSINESS 
Yvonne Lee 
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Region 9/Regional Advocate 

COMMERCt 

John Huang OAS/Asia 

Shan Thever DAS /Africa/Hear East/Souch Asia 

T.S. Chung Exporh/ Import 


TRAM8PORTATIOM 

Colleen Yamaguchi Deputy Assistant Secretary 

International Aviation 


HODSE i DR BAM DEVELOPMEMT 

Bill Chong Region 2 / Deputy Director 

DEPARTMEM T OF JUSTICE 

Steve Thom Community Relations Service 


lOTERWAL REVENOE SERVICE 

Jacquline Wong Chief Counsel/Legislative Affairs 


BESOLDTIQW trpst corporation 

Bill Hou Deputy Chief Counsel 

POSTAL RA TE COMMISSIOW 

David Valderrama Commission 

eOKMIsqTg y on COKKUHITY AND NATIOMAL SERVICE 

Daphne Kwok 
Gloria caoile 

BEPART>^r WT or AGRICULTURE 

Don Hatamiya Administrator for Marketing ( Services 

* held up at WH counsel 


f 0031770 



1009 


p-3 


MEED TO NAM E TO A COMMISSION 

Hike Woo (ran for LA Mayor, FOB, ex-councilman of LA) 


F 


003 ' 
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ASIAN PACIFIC AMERICAN 
MUST CONSIDER RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
rUNTON ADMINISTRATION 


SllRMITTF.n BY 

DORIS MATSUI, TRANSITION BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
MARIA HALEY, POLITICAL DIVISION 
MELINDA YEE, PERSONNEL DIVISION 


NOVEMBER 


*This is the first of a series of must consider recommendaiions to be submitted. 



RBOACTi:- 


EOP 04^®^® 
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Democratic National Commmee 


memqravdum 

TO; 

John Emerson 

FROM: 

David Wilhelm 

DATE: 

August 27, 1993 

RE; 

Asian Pacific American AdministratiOA Appointments 


Attached please find a list of Asian Pacific Amencans who are interested in being considered 
for positions with the Administration. Could you please have a staff person contact Martha 
Phipps with the status of their applications. Both Martha and 1 can be reached at (202) 863-8121 
if you have any questions. 



r OOi I ?6H 


430 South C*pifOl Sfw. S.E. VuhinfTon, D C 20003 (202) 863-8000 
rue fef by th< Democncic Nitienal Commictc* Concrieuciont to ih* Oemocntic Nicienai Cemmirtee not tw dtduciiblc. 
Printed on Kccyclod Pkfrr 
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MEMO 


TO: 

FR: 

RE: 


Chairman David w.ihelm 
Vida Benavides ?• i 

Asian Pacific American Administration Appointments 


This memo is a follow-up on our conversation (8/14/Saturday at 
10:10 am) in regard to Asian Pacific American appointees. 

You mentioned that Niranjan Shah is up for an appointment and 
questioned me about the status of Asian Indians. I noted 
that the nomination of Mr. Shah will be great, however, the 
Administration just lost two Asian Indian appointees: 

He ■■ 1 nh i 11 on . Deputy Assistant Secretary/ Transportation left to 
run for office. 

Atul Guwande . Sr. Adviser to Health Care Task Force/HHS and 
instrumental in drafting the Health Care Reform just left to attend 
Medical school. 

He only have one Asian Indian appointee and her name is Arati 
Prabhakar, Director of Na-.ional Institute for Standards and 
Technology/Commerce. 


Thus far, the Administration has made significant APA appointments, 
however, key players in the APA community/democratic party/ 
officials have not yet been appointed. The following is a summary 
of individuals from the APA community with status pending. 


f 0031765 
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P.2 

March Fong Eu: 

CA. Secretary of State 


She raised lots of money for the Clinton/Gore Campaign and was 
visible throughout California as a surrogate speaker. She is 
currently considered as one of the few candidates for an ambassador 
to a Asian country. 

She has indicated that she dosn't want to run for the office 
of Secretary of State in California and has several Congressional 
and political leaders up and down the state of California 
supporting her nomination to a top Clinton post. 

Argument from WH states that the State Department/WH inner circles 
want to award oversees misssions to career foreign service. There 
is no problem with that, but we have awarded oversee's mission post 
to political/socialite personalities as well (i.e. Pamella Harriman 
to France) . The argument to award career foreign service is 
moot if we have already given oversee's post for political reasons. 

The Bush administration appointed top APA's to Foreign Service 
post such as ; - . 

Wendy Lee Crahm, Ambassador to Nepal 
Elaine Chow, Peace Corp Director 

March Fong Eu is a top candidate who should be appointed to 
Ambassadorship level or a high visible commission. This 
administration has no excuse not to name a top APA/Democratic 
leader to a high ranicing appointment. 


Gloria Ochoa 

former Board of Superviser/ Santa Barbara County 

first Filipino-American to run for Congress 

Long time Democrat and held several California State post 

Ms. Ochoa's nomination has been held up at the WH. She 
interviewed for GSA Region 9. She's been on hold since 
early May. WH has indicated that they are looking at a slot for 
her at Energy, yet GSA officials want her to be region 9 
administrator . 

The Filipino-American has been critical of the appointment process 
due to the fact that their 3 top candidates have not received 
a major appointment yet. Ms. Ochoa is one of them. 


f 0031766 
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P.3 

Rajen Anand Ph.d 


California Asian Pacific American Democratic Caucus ex^chair. 
Major fundraiser and leader in the APA community. He is 
well known in the Asian Indian circles and did major fundraisers 
for the State party, candidates, and DNC. 

His nomination has been held up at the Department of Education. 


Paula Bagasao Ph.d 


Dr. Bagasao is a long time Democrat and Filipino-American leader. 
She was one of our key organizers in the APA community of New York 
as well as a known figure in California. She also headed up 
fundraiser in both states. 

She joined the Transition Team and was a team leader for the 
Deparment of Education. Thus far her situation has not been 
lonfirmed. She is on contract with AID (,-gency for 
International Development) and waiting on a conf irmatipn. 

She has been on hold since Transition. Thus far, the: 

1) White House is waiting for a letter from AID to upgrade 
her from AD 15 to AD 18, 

2) once her boss is confirm, then she needs assistance 
in helping push for an SES position 


Irene Natividad 

ex-President of National Womens Political Caucus 
APA Community leader 

Leading advocate for minority ( womens issues 
Assisted in nominating others for positions 


Her candidacy for a nomination has been supported by several 
Congressional, professional and civic leaders, she indicated 
earlier that she would like to be considered for a State 
Department post. She is also being considered for several 
Boards and Commissions. 

She is clearly a visible leader and yet, nothing has happened 
with her nomination process. 


F 0 0 3 I 7 6 i’ 
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Dale Shimisalci (Ph.d track) 


Educator, Clinton/Gore organizer in the APA community, fundraiser, 
overall support by Feinstein, Boxer, Willie Brown and several 
congressional, professional and educational leaders. 

Needs extra support and push for the Regional Administrator spot 
for Department of Education for Region 9/San Francisco. 

WH insiders say that Region 9/which is a heavily Asian Pacific 
American (and or diverse area) would li)ce to put a non-Californian 
and Anglo-Saxon candidate due to political reasons. It will 
be politically damaging to put an outsider who has no )cnowledge 
of California's diverse population and its educational system to 
the Region 9 post . 


John Huang 


DNC Trustee, Major Fundraiser 

Needs extra push for Deputy Assistant Secretary Position for 
the East Asia & Pacific. 

Yvonee Lee 


Primary organizer/ leader for the Asian Pacific Americans (APA) for 
Clinton/Gore Committee in the San Francisco Bay Area. Key contact 
for any APA activity in the area. Organized Pena's i Brown's 
activities in the Bay Area. Her nomination is supported by 
Senators, Congressional (Mineta/Matsui/Boxer/Feinstein) and civic 
leaders. 

She is the top candidate for Region 9/5BA as the Regional Advocate. 
No word from the WH why its stalled. 

Dang Pham 

Clinton/Gore National Organizer for the Southeast Asian community. 
Fundraised and translated all Clinton/Gore materials for us. His 
nomination is supported by congressional (Kennedy/Mineta) and 
several education and civic leaders. 

He is being considered as Deputy Director for Bilingual Education. 
His appointment will be critical to the South East Asian community. 
Thus far, the Administration has appointed only one Vietnamese 
American to a post (Special Asst, level) . 

Bush administration appointed Sichan Siv (Southeast Asian) 


F 0 0 3 I 768 
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To: 

From: 

Re: 

Date: 


MEMORANDUM 


Jan Piercy and John Emerson 
Maria Haley 

Asian Pacific American! 

March 11, 1993 


in ismersoi 

. Jk 

: leans 



Attached is the list of MUST PIACE Asian Pacific Americans. 
These are the people who worked very hard in the campaign, 
raised money, did voter registration drives, GOTV, community 
events etc. They are also looked upon as community 'leaders. 
These candidates are also eminently gualified for the 
positions they are interested .in. 

The list is divided in two parts: Senior positions and 
Schedule C's. Boards and Commissions are not included. He 
did a separate memo to Janet and we will review this now and 
star the MUST PLACE. 

FYI: Tier I and Tier II candidates have been in PPO lists 
with the cabinet secretaries since December, but few were 
considered and fewer interviewed. I have asked Melinda and 
Paula to do an analysis per department to provide you the 
necessary Information when you talk to the Secretaries, 

I honestly believe that it would necessitate a phone call by 
either of you to get any action. 

Thanks for your concern and interest. 


cc: Bruce Lindsey 


^TxhTbTt 

I 
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TO: Maria Haley .. d 
FR: Melinda Yee I'lvA 

RE: Must Consider Asian Pacific American Appointments 
DATC: March 10, 1993 


Per your conversation with John Emerson and Jan Piercy on March 2, the following 
Asian Pacific Americans were extremely helpful, dedicated and involved during the 
campaign, and/or the transition. All are sponsored internally by Doris Matsui, you, and 
me. Resumes have been given to search managers, resumex, and are on file in our 
office. We must make every effort to place them in full-time po.siiions. 

PAS/SES/Senior Appointments 
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Candidate: John Huang, California 

Proposed Positions: SBA - Deputy Director or Commerce - DAS ITA or Treasury 
Deputy 

Remarks: Currently Vice-Chair, Lippobanc; extremely supportive both financially and 
organizationally during campaign; met in meetings with BC several times; close with 
many Senators and members of Congress: co-host of Asian Pacific American fundraiser 
durina campaign in Los Angeles 


- 2 - 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESDENT 


Through: 

Froni: 


Dale: 


Bruce Lindsey, Director of Presidential Personnel 

Gilbert Cotdo. Associate Director of Presidential Personnel 
Maria Haley, Assodaie Director of Presidential Personnel 



April 19, 1993 


Subjecc Associate Deputy Administrator for Business Development, Small Business 
Administradoo 


L BACKGROUND 

The Office of Business Development in the Small Business Administradon is 
responsible for the marugement and oversight of several program ofRoes indnding Badness 
Inidadves, Educadon and Training, Intemadooal Trade, Veterans Affairs, Small Budness 
Development Centers, and Women's Budness Ownerdiip. The Associate Depnty 
Administrator for Budness Development develops policies which use the private sector to 
obtain misimuffl leverage from all special consdtueocy programs by fflarimdng ibe SBA's 
services to small budnesses through counselling, wotUops, publicans and cooperation 
among resanroe partners such as the Service Corps of Redted Execadves, Small Budness 
Insdnites, and the Small Business Developmem Centers. Finally, the OfSce of the ADA/BD 
runs the Agencyls new on-line Electronic Bulletin Board. 

O. DISCUSSION 

In our sesRh for the Associate Deputy Administrator for Busioest Development, John 
Emenon, Brace Lindsey and EtsklDe Bowles have made it cleat that their mutual choice for 
this poddon is Ms. Maty Lesl i e. 

It dtould be noted that there is another qualified candidate for this poddon, Mr. John 
Huang a banker fiom Califonda wbo has handled small budness and has teletnadonal 
expertise. John Huang was also very involved in the early days of the campaign with 
fiindraidng, Adan American tegistradon, and GOTV. 

m. RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend that you approve the following individual for appointment as 
Associate DepuQf Admirustrator for Budness Development: 
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Mii 7 Leslie ; 


I 


PERSONAL 

INFORMATION 

REDACTED 
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Stephens Inc. 


May 19, 1993 


James Rlady 
Deputy Cbairman 
Iilppo Group 

Jalan Gatot Subroto Kav 35-36 
Jakarta 13900, Indonesia 

Dear James: 

While you were In Little Rock. I believe you discussed tbs 
subject of the attached correspondence with Mr. Stephens. Joknn 
was not sure that she passed these letters along to you at that 
time so I’m attaching them to make eure that you have Lhem and 
will follow through. 

We have heard nothing from the White House yet on the 
Indonesian appointment, although %m are keeping up the pressure. 
I believe that a daclaion should be made in the next three or 
four weeks so it may be time to gat John Huang Involved again. 
Any help will be appreelated. 

Please pass along my beat regards to your family. I hope 
that your father's birthday was a very successful event. 


With best regards 



Assistant to the Chatrman 


VWipg 


: EXHIBIT 

I lat-g 
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^j^ibeasinc. 


JbdesoaT. Sicpfaeas 

Apcil 14, 1»93 


Vr. Buold A. VoliOf 
cbAlxsan of tba Board 
Ford Motor Oonpany 
F. O. Bor U99 

Dearborn, Hldiigan 49121-1899 
Dear Bad: 

Thank yoD very ■oeh for your latter about tba boelneea in 
China. 2 will paaa this along to ay friends and Z aa sura they 
vill ba in toneb vith Mr. Booker. 

Wa Vera v ery ludgr to gat through this Masters bacausa m had 
3S i)ar6ant aora rain this year than last year, zba course aas so 
soggy that the sbowes va had on Friday, vhila not torrantial, pot 
tha oourse out of bnsiness for a tihila. our grounds crew is so 
good that they had a fine golf oourse back by early Saturday. 

Thanks again for tha inf omation and Z hope to see you soon at 
lagnsta. 



U1 Coer Sum Saae 2100 r.O. Bqk 3507 Inu, dastn 7220 Xt-m-om 
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September 23, 1993 


John Huang, Vice Chairman 
Lippo Bank 

711 w. College Street 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear John; 

As you may have read in the newspaper. White House sources 
have confirmed that I will be nominated as the United 
States Ambassador to Micronesia following routine 
clearances. I apologize that you may not have heard it 
from me first! 

I want you to know how much I appreciate your support in 
this lengthy appointment process. I am truly honored to 
have had the benefit of your endorsement. It means more 
to me than you will ever know. 

Having the opportunity to play a key role in the develop- 
ment of United States foreign policy in the Asian/Pacific 
region is one that I relish. Thank you for helping to 
make it happen. 

As always, please don't hesitate to let me know if l can 
ever be of assistance. In the meantime, I send my warm 
regards . 


Sincerely, 

fYl(W) 

MARCH FOHG EU 



HHH 3164 
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The Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asia and the Pacific 
is the principal advisor to the Assistant Secretary for 
International Economic Policy on all matters concerning 
international economic, trade, investment, and commercial policy 
agreements and programs with respect to East Asia and the Pacific 
and is responsible for supervising the senior commercial officer 
in each Foreign Commercial Service (FCS) post within the 
geographic area and for serving as the contact point within the 
International Trade Administration (ITA) for FCS oversees post 
activities and all communications relating to these activities. 
This is a SES position reporting to the Assistant Secretary for 
International Economic Policy (Chuck Meissner, if confirmed) . 

II. DISCUSSION 

Since 1990, John Huang has been the Director of Lippo Group 
USA and Vice Chairman of Lippo Bank in Los Angeles, California. 
Lippo Group is one of the largest Asian^based, privately owned 
conglomerates. Huang oversees the Group's overall interest in 
the United States. 


From 1972 to 1990, Huang served in senior managerial 
positions for a number of banks including Bank Central Asia 
Limited (New York) , Bank of Trade (California) , Hong Kong Chinese 
Bank (Hong Kong) , Horthen Bank (Arkansas) , Stephens Finance 
Limited (Hong Kong) , Union Planters National Bank (Nen^his) , 

First National Bank of Louisville (Kentucky) , and American 
Security Bank (Washington, DC) . Most of his experience involved 
managing the East Asiaui operations of these banks. 


For the past twenty years, John Huang has been a major 
Democratic supporter and expert in banking policy. He was 
extremely active in the Clinton/Gore campaign and met with 
Governor Clinton several times at small meetings and other 
events. He endorsed Governor Clinton at one of the business 
roundtables in Chicago. 



EOP 009340 
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Huang, an Asian American who speaks five dialects of 
Chinese, received his BBA from Tatung Institute of Technology, 
Taipei, Taiwan in 1967 and his MBA from the University of 
Connecticut at Storrs in 1971. He serves as the Director of the 
Chinatown Service Center in Los Angeles and is a member of the 
Asian Pacific ^erican Advisory Council and the Democratic 
National Committee. 

Huang is recommended by Senator Paul Simon (D-IL), Senator 
Kent Conrad (D-ND) , and Maria Haley. 

Other candidatee considered: 

T.S. Chung, California 
Philip Yun, Washington 
Shan Thever, California 

III. RSCOMHENDATIOK 

We recommend that you approve John Huano as the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Eas t Asia an d the Pacific. International 
Economic Policy. Internati onal Trade Admini stration. 


John Buang, Oesocrat, State of California 


Approve. 


Disapprove. 


Discuss Further 


EOP 009341 
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December 4, 1993 


Brace, 


The appointment of John Huang to this Commerce position is one we discussed 
in your ofGce and agreed to proceed with in early December. As you know well, John 
Huang is a strong supporter of the President and is supported the Asian community. 
Both Presidential Personnel and the Department strongly recommend his appointment 


Gary ( ) 


PERSONAL 

INFORMATION 

REDACTED 
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THC WHITC House 
WASHINGTON 


» 


MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE R. LINDSEY 


FROM: Gary Chrisiopherson, Associate Director, Presidential Personnel 

Eileen Parisi, White House Liaison, Department of Commerce 

DATE: December 6, 1993 

RE: JOHN HUANG (As) FOR DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, SES 


I. BACKGROUND 

The Deputy Assistant Seaetary for East Asia and the Pacific is the principal 
advisor to the Assistant Secretary for International Economic Policy on all matters 
concerning international economic, uade, investment, and commercial policy agreements 
and programs with respect to East Asia and the Pacific and is responsible for supervising 
the senior commercial ofGcer in each Foreign Commercial Service (PCS) post within the 
geographic area and for serving as the contact point within the International Trade 
Administration (ITA) for FCS oversees post activiu’es and all commum'cations relating to 
these aaivities. This is a SES position reporting to the Assistant Secretary for 
International Economic Policy (Chuck Meissner, if confumed). 

II. DISCUSSION 

Since 1990, John Huang has been the Director of Lippo Croup USA and Vice 
Chairman of Lippo Bank in Los Angeles, California. Lippo Group is one of the largest 
Asian-based, privately owned conglomerates. Huang oversees the Group's overall 
interest in the United States. 

From 1972 to 1990, Huang served in senior managerial positions for a number of 
banks including Bank Central Asia Limited (New York), Bank of Trade (California), 
Hong Kong Qiinese Battk (Hong Kong), Worthen Bank (Arkansas), Stephens Finance 
Limited (Hong Kong), Union Planters National Bank (Memphis), First National Bank of 
Louisville (Kentucky), and American Security Bank (Washington, DC). Most of his 
experience involved managing the East Asian operations of these banks. 

For the past twenty years, John Huang has been a major Democratic supporter 
and expert in banking policy. He was extremely aaive in the Clinton/Gore campaign 
and met with Governor Clinton several times at small meetings and other events. He 
endorsed Governor Clinton at one of the business roundtables in Chicago. 
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Huang, an Asian American who speaks five dialects of Chinese, receive^ bis BBA 
from Tatung Institute of Technology, Taipei, Taiwan in 1967 and his MBA from the 
University of Connecticut at Storrs in 1971. He serves as the Director of the Chinatown 
Service Center in Los Angeles and is a member of the Asian Pacific American Advisory 
Council and the Democratic National Committee. 

Huang is recommended by Senator Paul Simon (D-IL), Senator Kent Conrad (D- 
ND), and Maria Haley. 


III. RECOMMENDATION 

Presidential Personnel and the Department of Commerce strongly recommend 
that you approve John Huang as the Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asia and the 
Pacific. International Ec onomic Policy. International Trade Administration. 

John Huang, Asian-American, Democrat, Stale of California 


Approve: 


Disapprove: 


Other candidates considered: (Note: all have been appointed to other positions) 

T.S. Chung, California 
Philip Yun, Washington 
Shan Thever, California 


Attachment (Resume) 

cc Phil Lader 

Jan Piercy, Deputy Director 
John Emerson, Deputy Director 


EOP 002118 
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Privileged and Coofldential 
May 25, 1994 


MEMORANDUM 

TO: BETH NOLAN 

FROM: MAUREEN C. LINDSEY 

RE: RESULTS OF FOLLOW UP INTERVIEW WITH JOHN HUANG, 
CANDIDATE FOR DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, EAST ASIA AND 
PACfflC, INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, COMMERCE 



Mr. Huang was bom in China and became a U.S. citizen in 1976. He was 
originally interviewed in January 1994. I called him again on May 25, 1994 to ask 
him about a notation on his FBI report that seemed to indicated he was arrested and 
subjected to deportation proceedings in Baltimore on August 17, 1972. 

Mr. Huang was not aware that the Baltimore INS ever initiated deportation 
proceedings against him. He was never served with any papers, and he certainly was 
never arrested. He has a convincing explanation of a paperwork snafii. 

Mr. Huang came to the U.S. in 1969 to get an MBA. He finished his course 
work some time in 1970. In January 1971, he obtained a 'practical tmining' visa, 
which allows him to stay in the U.S. while he gets some job experience in his field. 
He found a sponsor to get him a job in Hartford, Connecticut. The 'practical 
training' visa expires every six months, but Mr. Wang kept reapplying until June 30, 
1972. At this time, Mr. Huang was legally required to leave the U.S. He could 
apply for another visa, but he could not stay in the United States pending the 
application. 

Mr. Huang planned to marry a U.S. citizen on August 6, 1992. So hC went 
to the INS in Hartford before his practical training visa expired to see if he could get 
them to change his status so he would not have to leave the country a- ' miss his 
wedding. The INS told him not to leave the country. He received an 'cial paper 
from them that said he could stay in the country. 

In September 1972, Mr. Huang got a job at the American Securi'y Bank in 
Washington, D.C. He said he would not have been able to get this ji'" i' his status 
was not straight. 


EOP 010380 
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A possible source of the confusion: Mr. Huang was waking in Hartford, 
Connecticut, and he thinks this is the office that he visited when his visa was about to 
expire. He was married in Maryland, however, and it is the Baltimore INS office 
that records the arrest. This may be failed communication between two offices. 

TAXES: The IRS report says that Mr. Huang filed his 1992 tax return on 
October 14, 1993. His extension only ran until August IS, 1993. Mr. Huang told 
me that he thought it was a six month extension, and he made a mistake. (He gave a 
similar explanation on his PDS). 


2 
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M E 

MORANDUM 


DATE: 

September 21, 1994 


TO: 

John Huang 


FROM: 

Joe Hanna 


RE: 

Arkansas Delegation List 



Please find below the list of names prepared by JTR and Joe GIroir representing the 
Arkansas delegation to APEC. 

1 . Senator David Pryor (Barbar^ 

2. Gov. Jim Guy Tucker (Betty) 

3. Joseph Giroir (Janinne) '' 

4. Mark Grobmyer (Libby) ' 

5. Douglas Buford (Julie) 

6. Harry Ward (Betty Joe) ' I 

7. Paul Willmuth (alone) ' 

8. Steve Humphries (alone)- 
9 James Atkins (Kahleen) 

10. James Blair (Dianne) ^ 

11. Curt Bradbury (Chucky) • 

12. Gary Smith (in case Curt does not go) -■ 

13. -We(TetrSfSphens (Hamel) (KhGKbl IhU) 

^ 14.- Beverly -Undsey-taiofie) 

' IS -WebsterHtubbei (Suiafina) 

16. Del Boyette (alone) - . 

17 Charles Sloan (alone) 

18 Sandy LedbetterTiione) 

19 -Mark Allen'(alof>e) 

20. Charles Charlau 
21 Truman Arnold — 

22. Phil Harrington • 

23. Paul Berry — 

24. Brian Hunt 

25 Ken Oberg 

26 John Steuri (Grace) 

27 Terry Ogletree 



i exhibit 
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M E 

M 0 R A N D U 

DATE: 

September 21, 1994 

TO: 

John Huang 

FROM: 

Joe Hanna 

RE: 

Arkansas Delegation List 


Please find below the list of names prepared by JTR and Joe Giroir representing the 
Arkansas delegation to APEC. 

1 . Senator David Pryor (Barbara) . 

2. Gov. Jim Guy Tucker (Betty) 

3. Joseph Giroir (Janinne) 

4. Mark Grobmyer (Libby) 

5. Douglas Buford (Julie) 

6. Harry Ward (Betty Joe) 

7. Paul Willmuth (alone) 

8 Steve Humphries (alone) 

9 James Atkins (Kahleen) 

10 James Blair (Dianne) 

1 1 Curt Bradbury (Chucky) 

12. Gary Smith (in case Curt does not go) 

13. Wamen Stephens (Harriet) (REGRETTED) 

14. Beveriy Lindsey (alone) 

15. Webster Hubbel (Suzanna) 

16. Del Boyette (alone) 

17. Charles Sloan (alone) 

18. Sandy Ledbetter (alone) 

19. Mark Allen (alone) 

20. Charles Chartau 

21 Truman Arnold 

22 Phil Harrington 
23. Paul Berry 

24 Brian Hunt 

25 Ken Oberg 

26 John Steuri (Grace) 

27 Terry Ogletree 
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To : Hack Mcliarty 
John Podesta 

From : Bruce Lindse 

Re: Arkansas Delegation to APEC 



I spoke with John Tisdale and Doug Buford yesterday about 
the Arkansas "delegation" to the APEC Conference in Indonesia. 
The list has been whittled down to the following: 


ySi 


Ian and Jean Sugg 
Wayne and Francis Cranford 
Hark and Libby Grobnyer 
Alice Naltqn 

A representative of Systematics 
A representative of Entergy 
Paul Berry (maybe) 


All, except Paul Berry, appear to have some legitimate reason for 
being there. Hark Grobmve r is chai rman of the International 
Business Committee of the Little Rock Chamber of Commerce, the 
University of Arkansas is signing s ome sort of exchange program 
with an university in Indonesia, etc. Doug , who negotiated the 
revised list with James Riady, asked abou t his Status ." He 
clearly would like to go, but will do wha^ver we want . He 
believes his presence will help to "control" the group. As you 
know, Doug is Pres ident-el ect of the Little Rock Chamber of 
Commerce which might justify his inclusion. 

The delegation does not expect tn d n anyth inn with President 
Clintan, — but would like to he invineri t n the American reception 
hosted by the of Commerce and to Cl inton's speech to 

the conference, if the spee^ is open to outside guest. 

James Riady and his father would like to have the 
opportunity to visit briefly with President Clinton in the hotel 
during the visit. James has been reasonable in culling the list, 
and I think we should try to schedule a 15 minute meeting for 
them. 
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TO: 

Bruce Lindsey 

FROM: 

Maria Haley 

DATE; 

September 7, 1993 

RE; 

APEC MEETING 


I wanted to share with you some of my thoughts regarding the 
upcoming APEC Conference in Seattle this November. 

This will be the President's first big international conference 
in the States. I know that all of us are committed to making the 
conference a success. With the possibilities of encouraging and 
developing Asian trade, it is in our best interest to do the best 
promotion job possible. 

Therefore, I would like to make a few suggestions on preparation 
and participation at the conference. We have many very capable 
Asian Pacific American appointees in the White House and 
throughout the other federal agencies. I would like to encourage 
you to utilize these people for the APEC Conference. 

A good presence of Asian Pacific Americans both from the 
Administration in cooperation with the local Asian Pacific 
American community can only enhance our credibility with the 
Asian countries. One of the criticisms I received after the G-7 
summit was the lack of participation of Asian Pacific Americans. 

I know that we can do better for the APEC Conference. 

There is much work to be done with advance and press for a 
conference of this size. There are many staff people who could 
be very valuable to us in these capacities . I would be happy to 
discuss this further with you or to send you a list of people I 
would recommend who could assist in various aspects of the 
conference . 

One of the people who is already starting to work on preparations 
for the APEC Conference is Vida Benavides, Director of Asian 
Pacific American Constituencies at the DNC. Please feel free to 
contact her at 863-7129. 


EOP 048918 
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AMBASSADOR MARCH FONG EU 
EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
KOLONIA, POHNPEl 

FEDERATED STATES OF MICRONESIA 96941 

|ii:ar .iami;:;: Skptkmblk 30, 

TH/MIK YOU POIt YOUR PAX OK SEP'PBMllER 27. HENRY AND I r.fxlK PORHARIJ 
•i Ci KEF) NO YOU /N JAKARTA . 

I- 1';';; Aid).': IlCn-pl, RK.NI'.liVATIONO )H JAKARTA, Al.llRrN TMPORM.F I’M THAT HE 
K.',': TO make kehkhvf. i;w>h.«: i'OR Rk at Tin: oi HTUliv l■^)!K liOTO). ' 

i'.i; |.ov. .)>. TliHOUGII ‘fllH’ 16TU, IIK IS TltViKi: TO KAIO-: OTII);)! 
liooii i i;i:!! AKO ilE' !!A) n TliXT liin'El, ROOMS ARK IIAHI) 'TO C:OME IlY . 1 HO 

NOl' (jUITi; HMDL'USl'AHn JV HR IK TRYING TO SAY THAT HE WI I.L TRY TO 
CHMiOK KY RKSRHVATIOHS IF IIK KINHS A MORE OUSIRABLR HOTEL. 
MOKEVEl'., SUFFICE IT TO RAY, HE DOIiS HAVE ROOH/l FOR US. HE A LSO 
S.M!) THAT HE UOULH ARRANCE TO PICK MB UF AT THE AIRFORT." 


ALHRJH ASXEli IF YOU WERB Alll.E TO GET AN INVITATION FOR MB FHOM 

THE OO VERN BK OffOTRARTAT irC' SBBHRtmS' THlNK oniAT YOU AI.LREAUY 

' took care of THAT. SSi IN AltSWIlK TO THE OUK.KTJON IN YOUR 
FA.': . . . .YES , P LEAS E ARRANGE FOR AN O PFICIAI. I HRONKS IAH C OVERWMK NT 

invitation i-o ilE'Stim'' ro Mf. the title' anu arorbss should be as 
X’ i- T)rFr“jW Ol'-TOTS' rrETTERtlfrAC . IN the meantime, 1 AM ASKING 
imyCE LINDSEY AMU ANOTHER COUPLE OP MY WlllTK HOUSE CONTACTS ‘FO 
GVi’ KOIdl TO THE MH.ITR .WAPPF.RS WORKING ON THE COHFERENCK THAT I 

wn.i. kk there and to ebb if my name cam added to the official 

AMI klCAN DBLBCATION I.J.KT. 

hitii reddbct to the California mink reception, after talking to 

Tin U.S. BHEaSSY JAKARTA, 1 HAVE DECIDED TO ABANDON •J-IIE IDEA. 
THEEr IK JU.'jT TOO MUCH GOING ON, TO MAKE IT WORK. I WILL .RAVE IT 
l■•0;-’. ANOTHER TIKE. 

YOUR SUGGESTION FOR HKNRY AND I TO SPE ND A rEW_J>AYS INJJALl yS 
ROUNBL'y Wl’l.AUIlEIl-BTITRRky Wrt01L0Vii5_BXi:f : * ■ KO WE ARE TENAtTV ELY 
WClHEj licr'ciN A"SCHEUULE"TirAT wT'H. "riHlNG US TO DALI NOV. ft AND Lt|AyE 
7'6n''jAKARTir' nWT 1 2~" 1 ~vn.x^ L-ET-YOUR- MS.' NOHITA' •ABEK' KNOWAS 
IS FIRMED OP. 

I Ivll.l. HE IN LOO AKGRLRS POR A COUPLft OF WEEKS STARTING qy;,._3... 

MY 'fiH'icE HKnrrTfniOKNi.‘t'r wir.Tnrso ub hohkiho on'Hy JAfAgxA 

• Tif t'?' : ■ yOUV^TAPF 'BAi ■|)£~'HfeARING'“FT>'Olr M'Y .RKCEETARY, .‘.UIE UlKl'.LOW 

“IMT'kV oefuty chief of HI.R.'.'.ION, .RTUART hhowi: an thi: siciiedolk moves 

ALONG AND OUE.RTI OILS All)' Eli. 

WE LOOK POHWARI) TO SKBING YOU. 


I LLEPHONC NO, ! (C91) 120-2117 TAX NO.; (C91) 120-218C 


HHH 1397 
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Law Firm Probing Hubbell; Billing Irregularities Alleged; Clinton Aide Denies 

Wrongdoing 
Susan Schmidt 

Washington Post Staff Writer 

The Rose Law Firm in Little Rock, Ark., has been investigating 
the billing practices of Associate Attorney General Webster L. 

Hubbell during the time he was a partner in the Rose firm. The 
investigation, which is being conducted by senior partners of the 
firm, focuses on whether Hubbell overbilled clients and used law 
firm money to pay for personal expenses, according to sources close 
to the firm. 

The internal investigation began in Che summer of 1992, and the 
firm is considering notifying the Resolution Trust Corp. and several 
other major clients of billing irregularities, according to a source 
familiar with the matter. The firm also has been weighing whether to 
inform the state bar association. 

The RTC, the federal agency overseeing the savings and loan 
industry, was among the major clients Hubbell handled for Rose, one 
of Arkansas' oldest and most prestigious law firms. In addition to 
Hubbell, its former partners include First Lady Hillary Rodham 
Clinton and Che late Vincent Foster, who served as deputy White 
House counsel before his suicide last July. 

The pace of the Rose firm's inquiry has sped up in recent weeks - 
as the law firm was subpoenaed in a criminal investigation by 
special counsel Robert B. Fiske Jr., who is investigating President 
Clinton's Whitewater land venture and the failed Madison Guaranty 
Savings & Loan, a former Rose firm client. 

Asked whether Hubbell had overbilled clients or used the firm’s 
money to pay for personal expenses, Hubbell's attorney, John Nields, 
said, "No, Chat did not happen." He said he had no knowledge that 
Rose lawyers are considering reporting Hubbell’s activities to the 
Arkansas Bar Association. "I certainly doubt it, but only the firm 
can answer that question," Nields said. 

Copr. © West 1997 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. 
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Numerous senior lawyers at the firm contacted in recent days 
about the Hubbell investigation said they could not comfhent on it 
and referred ail questions to managing partner Ronald M. Clark. 

Clark declined repeated requests for interviews this week. When 
first asked about the investigation in an interview about three 
weeks ago, he said he would have no comment on any internal inquiry 
of Hubbell, but said "anything and everything" related to the 
special counsel's investigation is being examined internally. 

Walter B. Stuart, who is acting as a spokesman for the Rose 
firm, said Monday that "I'm certainly not confirming or denying 
anything." He said the firm would not respond to inquiries 
concerning clients or internal matters. Stuart, a lawyer with the 
Houston firm of Vinson & Elkins, is representing the Rose firm in 
connection with the special counsel's ongoing investigation. 

One source familiar with the inquiry said that Rose lawyers are 
investigating whether Hubbell wrote checks on an account used for 
client expenses to pay for his personal trips, credit card bills and 
other items. The firm has examined records going back to 1988, 
according to the source. 

In some instances. Rose lawyers also are investigating whether 
Hubbell credited to himself hours of legal work performed by 
salaried associates, according to sources. 

In one case involving a company owned by Hubbell ‘s in-laws, Rose 
lawyers believe the firm lost about S500,000 because of a billing 
arrangement Hubbell made with his relatives. In that instance, 

Hubbell took on a contingency basis a complex patent infringement 
case on behalf of his in-iaws. Rose lost the case, and belatedly 
discovered that Hubbell had agreed that the law firm would pay for 
expert witnesses on his in-law’s behalf. 

A lawsuit filed against the Rose firm in federal court in 
Washington in May 1993 shows that a consultant had a written 
agreement with Hubbell providing that the Rose firm would pay his 
fees, amounting to $156,000. The Rose firm balked but was legally 
obligated to pay the bill, court records show. 

Hubbell, a close friend and frequent golfing companion of the 
president, has taken control of a wide array of issues at Justice, 
including civil rights and other non-criminal matters. Some 
department officials have described him as the department's chief 
operating officer. 

Hubbell generally is regarded as the department’s chief point of 
contact with the White House, and was effectively running Justice as 

Copr. © West 1997 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works 
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White House "liaison" in the months before Janet Reno's confirmation 
as attorney general last spring. He was confirmed to the No. 3 job 
there in May. 

The Rose firm has been racked with turmoil in recent months, 
with many of the 60 attorneys there upset at being dragged into 
special counsel Fiske's investigation of Madison and Whitewater. 

The subpoena recently served on the Rose firm in relation to 
Fiske's investigation sought materials on a wide array of 
individuals and entities, including Hubbell's father-in-law, Seth 
Ward, a former Madison employee and borrower. The subpoena also 
sought materials on P.O.M. Inc., a parking meter firm owned by the 
Ward family and represented by Hubbell. P.O.M. was the firm involved 
in the patent infringement case handled by Rose. 

Hillary Clinton represented Madison before state regulators in 
the mid-1980s, a matter that figures into the special counsel's 
investigation. She and President Clinton were joint owners of 
Whitewater with Madison owner James B. McDougal and his former wife 
Susan . 

Four of the Rose firm's cop partners came to Washington with 
Clinton’s election and because prominent figures in the 
administration. In addition to Hillary Clinton, Hubbell and Foster, 
former Rose managing partner William Kennedy is in the White House 
counsel ' s office . 

Fiske's wide-ranging probe also is examining Foster’s suicide. 

On Che morning of his death, U.S. Park Police records show chat 
Foster received a phone message from C. Brantley Buck, the Rose 
firm's chief financial officer. Foster cried to return the call 
later that morning but did not get through. It is not known what 
Buck was calling about. Buck declined to be interviewed this week. 

With the departure of four of its most senior partners, a new 
generation of lawyers has taken control of the Rose firm, most of 
them in their thirties and early forties. Sources close to the firm 
say many of them are furious that their livelihoods and their firm's* 
once-steriing reputation are being damaged by actions of the firm's 
old guard. 

Any grievances made to the bar association remain confidential 
unless it decides to take disciplinary action against a lawyer. 

Rose partners have been advised by the state’s leading expert in 
professional ethics. University of Arkansas Prof. Harold Brill, that 
they have a duty to report any findings about Hubbell to the state 
bar association, according to a source close to the firm. Brill 
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declined to comment yesterday. 

A source close to the firm said senior lawyers there have been 
agonizing over how to resolve the Hubbell investigation. But they 
have tried to find ways to handle the probe that cause the least 
amount of embarrassment to the Clinton administration and to 
Hubbell . 

TABULAR OR GRAPHIC MATERIAL SET FORTH IN THIS DOCUMENT IS NOT DISPLAYABLE 
PHOTO, , Gerald Martineau 

Caption: Webster Hubbell 's clients at Rose Law Firm, one of 
the oldest and most prestigious in Arkansas, included the federal 
Resolution Trust Corp. 
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6/23/93 

9:39 TOA 

Dickey 

Dupyea 

East Wing 

6/24/93 

3:30 pm 

Holt 

Holt 

East Wing [No TOA 
or POA] 

6/28/93 

11:30 am 

11:07 TOA 

Johnson 

Johnson 

West Wing 

6/28/93 

3:00 pm 

3:20 TOA 

Dickey 

Dickey 

East Wing 

7/20/93 

11:30 am 
ll:19/noTOD 

Middleton 

Johnson 

West Wing 

7/20/93 

1:15 pm 
1:58/4:49 

Dickey 

Derhcotte 

East Wing 

8/2/93 

1:30 pm 

12:37 TOA 

Potus 

Fine 

Residence 

9/24/93 

1 1 :00 am 

Dickey 

Derricotte 

East Wing [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

9/24/93 

1 1:00 am 

Quinn 

Hopkins 

OEOB 276 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

10/2/93 

3:30 pm 

3:22 TOA 

Ickes 

Sutton 

West Wing 

10/14/93 

12:00 pm 

6:06 TOA 

Potu$ 

Griffin 

South Grounds 

11/3/93 

5:30 pm 

5:09 TOA 

Potus 

Dickey 

Blueroom 

1/5/94 

6:30 pm 

6:07 TOA 

Potus 

Spangler 

East Wing 

1/6/94 

3:00 pm 

3:44 TOA 

VP 

McAfee 

OEOB 474 

1/21/94 

3:30 pm 

3:42 TOA 

Riley 

Riley 

OEOB 94 

3/16/94 

1 :00 pm 

Dickey 

Raines 

East Wing 
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1:00 TOA 




3/16/94 

2:30 pm 

Matsui 

Nishikawa 

OEOB 122 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

3/16/94 

3:00 pm 

2:59 TOA 

Middleton 

Ewing 

West Wing 

3/16/94 

3:30 pm 

Matsui 

Nishikawa 

OEOB 122 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

4/20/94 

3:00 pm 

2:57 TOA 

Matsui 

Nishikawa 

OEOB 122 

mim 

9:00 am 

Middleton 

Ewing 

West Wing [Note: 

There is lUJ 

TOA/POA.] 

5/4/94 

4:30 pm 

4:24 TOA 

Middleton 

Ewing 

West Wing 

5/10/94 

2:30 pm 

2:30 TOA 

Dickey 

Dickey 

East Wing 

5/10/94 

4:45 pm 

4:50 TOA 

Matsui 

Nishikawa 

OEOB 122 

5/20/94 

9:30 am 

10:03 TOA 

VP 

Nishikawa 

OEOB 272 

5/20/94 

9:30 am 

9:26 TOA 

Middleton 

Ewing 

West Wing 

5/20/94 

2:00 pm 

2:24 TOA 

Matsui 

Wexler 

OEOB 450 

5/25/94 

3:00 pm 

3:06 TOA 

Nishikawa 

[Matsui] 

Nishikawa 

OEOB 122 

6/13/94 

8:30 am 

Potus 

Dickey 

S. Grounds [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

6/21/94 

4:30 pm 

4:45 TOA 

Middleton 

Ewing 

West Wing 
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6/21/94 


8:15 pm 
6:50 TOA 


Potus 


Spangler 


S. Lawn 


6/22/94 


3:15 pm 
2:57 TOA 


Middleton 


Ewing 


West Wing 


6/23/94 


10:00 am 
10:27 TOA 


Herman 


Wexler 


West Wing 


6/23/94 


10:30 am 


Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 


Weaver 


OEOB 131 [Note: 
There is no 
TOA/POA.1 


6/24/94 


12:00 pm 
12:05 TOA 


Middleton 


Ewing 


West Wing 


6/24/94 


1 :00 pm 


Rubin [Leg. 
Affairs?] 


McLaughlin 


West Wing [No TOA 
or POA] 


6/25/94 


9:15 am 


Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 


Weaver 


OEOB 131 [Note: 
There is no 
TOA/POA.] 


7/21/94 


6:00 pm 
6:17 TOA 


Potus 


Carter 


OEOB 450 


8/2/94 


7:20 am 
7:35 TOA 


Lewis 


Lewis 


OEOB 474 


9/10/94 

9:15 am 

Middleton 

Middleton 

West Wing [Note: 
There is no 
TOA/POA.] 

9/22/94 

10:00 am 

Potus 




5:30 pm 

5:42 TOA 

Kristoff[NSC] 

Wilson 

OEOB 230 

9/27/94 


Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Weaver 

OEOB 131 


8:00 am 

8: 16 TOA 

Middleton 

Middleton 

West Wing 

10/14/94 


Burget [0MB] 

Burget 

NEOB [Note: This 
may be the other John 
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Huang.] 

10/14/94 

2:00 pm 

Kristoff[NSC] 

Wilson 

OEOB 230 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

10/21/94 

2:30 pm 

Cutter 

Smith 

OEOB 230 [Note: 

There is no 

TOiVPOA.] 

10/28/94 

5:00 pm 

Kristoff [NSC] 

Wilson 

OEOB 230 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

12/21/94 

12:00 pm 
11:50TOA 

Middleton 

Middleton 

West Wing 

2/6/95 

2:15 pm 

2:14 TOA 

Eder [Matsui] 

Eder 

OEOB 476 

2/14/95 

12:00 pm 

11:59 TOA 

Middleton 

Middleton 

West Wing 

2/16/95 

2:30 pm 

2:47 TOA 

Eder [Matsui] 

Shulman 

OEOB 474 

3/30/95 

4:00 pm 

3:52 TOA 

Matsui 

Shulman 

OEOB 476 

4/2/95 

2:05 pm 

2:11 TOA 

Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Weaver 

OEOB 131 

4/26/95 

7:30 am 

8:54 TOA 

Kang [Matsui?] 

Kang 

OEOB 474 

4/27/95 

4:00 pm 

3:52 TOA 

Eder [Matsui] 

Eder 

OEOB 122 

5/11/95 

4:00 pm 

3:44 TOA or 
4:44 TOA 

Eder [Matsui] 

Eder 

OEOB 

5/19/95 

2:00 pm 

2:36 TOA 

Matsui 

Shulman 

OEOB 

5/30/95 

2:00 pm 

2:04 TOA 

Swisshelm 

Swisshelm 

OEOB 423 
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6nm 

8:00 pm 

7:59 TOA 

Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Weaver 

West Wing 

6/21/95 

4:00 pm 

Barker 

Barker 

OEOB 474 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

7/10/95 

4:00 pm 
4:09/5:39 

Eder [Matsui] 

Eder 

OEOB 180 

7/27/95 

10:30 am 

Potus 

Skinner 

S. Lawn [Note: There 
is no TOA/POA.] 

9/13/95 

5:15 pm 

5:15 enter 

Hemreich 

Cameron 

West Wing 

9/14/95 

9:15 am 

9:23 / 10:40 

Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Weaver 

West Wing 

9/14/95 

12:00 pm 
12:18/1:25 

Schiff[WW 

Receptionist] 

Schiff 

West Wing 

9/15/95 

10:45 am 
10:59/11:26 

Lindsey 

Dudley 

West Wing 

10/16/95 

3:30 pm 

3:21 enter 

Kyle 

[International 

Economic 

Affaire/NSC] 

Blieberge 

OEOB 227 

10/26/95 

5:00 pm 

2:03 / 2:53 and 
4:52 / 7:05 

Matsui 

Eder 

OEOB 122 

11/2/95 

8:00 am 

Matsui 

Eder 

OEOB 474 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

11/2/95 

8:30 am 
8:32/9:29 

Eder 

Eder 

OEOB 122 

11/6/95 

5:00 pm 

Matsui 

Eder 

OEOB 122 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

11/13/95 

5:00 pm 

5:22 TOA 

Matsui 

Wyckoff 

OEOB 474 
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11/13/95 

12:30 pm 

12:30 TOA 

VP 

Thomas 1 

OEOB 476 

■ 

4:20 pm 

Flotus 

Skinner 

East Wing [Note: 
There is no 
TOA/POA.] 

12/16/95 

9:15 am 

9:39 TOA 

Potus 

Cameron 

WW 

12/16/95 

7:30 pm 

Potus 

Widdess 

State Room [Note: 
There is no 
TOA/POA.] 

12/18/95 

4:00 pm 
3:56/5:29 

Matsui 

Edet 

OEOB 122 

12/21/95 

2:15 pm 
2:22/3:04 

Scott 

Heistad 

OEOB 115 

12/22/95 

4:30 pm 

Potus 

Cameron 

WW [Note: There is 
no TOA/POA.] 

12/23/95 

9:15 am 

Potus 

Cameron 

WW [Note: There is 
no TOA/POA.) 

2/9/96 

5:00 pm 
4:56/6:47 

Matsui 

Eder 

West Wing 

2/16/96 

2:00 pm 
2:08/3:21 

Matsui 

Eder 

OEOB 122 

2/21/96 

5:00 pm 

Matsui 

Eder 

WW [Note: There is 
no TOA/POA.) 

2/27/96 

3:30 pm 

Matsui 

Eder 

WW [Note: There is 
no TOA/POA ] 

3/1/96 

11:40 am 
11:48/12:46 

Huynh [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Huynh 

OEOB 131 

3/15/96 

1:15 pra 

1:18 enter 

VP 

Jones 

West Wing 


3/27/96 


7:00 pm 
6:49 TOA 


Residence 
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3/28/96 

10:00 am 
9:52/11:17 

Williams 

Lewis 

OEOB 100 

3/28/96 

1 :00 pm 
1:04/2:40 

Nash 

Eaglin 

OEOB 153 

3/29/96 

2:30 pm 
2:16/4:10 

Lewis [FL's 
office] 

Lewis 

OEOB 100 

3/29/96 

3:30 pm 

Ickes 

Sutton 

WW [Note: There is 
no TOA/POA.] 

4/10/96 

4:00 pm 
3:50/4:28 

Huynh [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Huynh 

OEOB 131 

5/30/96 


Huynh [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Huynh 

OEOB 131 

5/30/96 

5:00 pm 
4:57/6:38 

Matsui 

Eder 

West Wing 

6/5/96 

9:00 pm 
8:59/9:27 

Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Weaver 

West Wing 

6/6/96 

11:45 am 

11:55/1:16 

2:47/4:41 

Huynh [Pres. 
Persormel] 

Huynh 

OEOB 131 

6/13/96 

5:00 pm 

Matsui 

Eder 

WW [Note: There is 
no TOA/POA.] 

6/18/96 

8:30 am 
8:39/10:30 

Potus 

Spangler 

Residence 

6/27/96 

1 1:45 am 
12:17/1:47 

Weaver [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Weaver 

OEOB 154 

6/27/96 

5:00 pm 
5:34/6:40 

Matsui 

Eder 

West Wing 

7/8/96 

9:10 am 

Huynh [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Huynh 

OEOB 154 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

7/16/96 

4:00 pm 

Huynh [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Huynh 

OEOB 474 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 


8 
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7/18/96 

2:00 pm 

Matsui 

Eder 

OEOB 450 [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

8/1/96 

5:00 pm 
4:59/7:13 

Gardenswaitz 

Matsui 

West Wing 

8/9/96 

1:30 pm 
1:37/2:48 

Nash 

Sheehan 

OEOB 153 

8/20/96 

2:00 pm 
1:54/2:21 

Huynh 

Huynh 

OEOB 154 

8/22/96 



Eder 


9/5/96 



Eder 



6:10 pm 
6:12/8:26 

Huynh [Pres. 
Personnel] 

Huynh 

OEOB 154 

9/26/96 

5:00 

Matsui 

Eder 

West Wing [Note: 

There is no 

TOA/POA.] 

10/3/96 



Eder 

West Wing 


9 
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Presidential Events to which Mr. Huang was Invited 
Using White House USSS Waves Records to Identify Visits 

Dale Event^ype of Visit 

2/11/93* Address to Business Leaders (no entiy on White House USSS Waves records) 
3/15/93 DNC Breakfast 

4/ 1 9/93 Photo Op; also Messrs. Riady , Grobmyer 

5/3/93 Asian Pacific Reception 

5/21/93 DNC Reception (2 Clearance Requests) 

8/2/93 Meeting with California Opinion Leaders 

10/14/93 DNCRecepUon 

1 1/3/93 Arkansas Reception 

1/5/94 Western Reception (2 Clearance Requests) 

6/1 3/94 Japan State Arrival (records reflect no arrival time) 

6/2 1 /94 Business Leaders Reception 

7/21/94 Commerce Department Political Appointees Reception (POTUS did not attend) 
9/22/94 Rhythm & Blues Concert (2 Clearance Requests) 

9/27/94 Yeltsin State Arrival (records reflect no arrival time) 

7/27/95 South Korea State Reception (records reflect no arrival time) 

9/13/95 Meeting; also Messrs. Riady, Giroir, Lindsey and Mrs. Riady 
12/16/95 Radio Address 

12/16/95 Holiday Reception (records reflect no arrival time) 

12/22/95 Radio Address (records reflect no arrival time) 

1 2/23/95 Radio Address (records reflect no arrival time) 

3/27/96 DNC Dinner 

6/18/96 DNC Coffee 

IS Visits (6 ”no-showi" by Mr. Huang) 


Total 
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USSS WAVES RECORDS FOR ENTRY INTO WHITE HOUSE COMPLEX 
John Huang* 


Vicg President - 4 clearance requests, 3 times of airival (“TOA") 

1/6/94 - Huang cleared in to see swearing-in of Ambassador Ginsburg ^jO TT4S*aid not attend 
S/20/94 — greet with APA leadership in ceremonial office m 

1 1/13/95 -DSCC photo-op ^ 

3/15/96 — no TOA but see WAVES records for Jones ^ ^ 


First f.adv — 1 clearance request, no TOA 
1 1/13/95 - no TOA; FLOTUS out of White House 


S — 2 clearance requests, 1 TOA 


10/2/95 - meeting re: Huang going to Db 
3/29/96 - no TOA A 


~ 1 clearance reqt^t, 1 TO, 



ilCjta nce re quegp mcl. P. Lewis request), 2 TOA (incl. P. Lewis TOA) 


3/28/96 jdplecting wttffi^^^March Fong Eu (Ambassador to Micronesia); dropped by but 
Maggie unavlula ^TO O came back next day 

3/2?©6 — meeting with Mn®March Fong Eu (P.Lewis listed as visitee); drop-by hello 


RoBAttRubin — 2^1earance requests; 1 TOA 

4/-lffl3^r ^u Brri does not recall this meeting so unkown whether the two saw each 

■"'■"^er; Huang, James Riady, and Mark Grobmyer had photo-op with President this day 
6/24/94 - no TOA 


EXHIBIT 


EOP 055286 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

Mack McLarty 

FROM: 

Mark Middleton 

RE: 

Monday Meeting 

DATE: 

9/6/96 


Many thanks to you for your expeditious assistance. It is appreciated and remembered. 

The meeting participant is currently staying at the Four Seasons Hotel in New York (212-758- 
5700), he can be reached at that number until Saturday morning. His Washington DC 
reservation is at the Hay Adams Hotel (202-638-6600) where he is expected to arrive on 
Saturday evening. 

If 1 can be helpful in facilitating the Monday meeting, I stand ready to be of assistance. Again, 1 
appreciate your help. 



CC-H-000157 
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TH£ WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H 1 N GTO N 

November 26. 1996 
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MEMORANDUM TO LEON PANETTA 
CHIEF OF STAFF 




fU 


Uxiki*=^ 


ERSKINE BOWLES 

CHIEF OF STAFF-DESIGNATE 

FROM: JANE SHERBURNE 

SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


SUBJECT: WHITE HOUSE STATEMENTS RE RIADY MEETINGS 


The following is my uoderstaoding of the developmem of White House statements 
related to meetings between the President and James Riady. In early October 1996, Made Fabiani 
reponed to me that the Wall Street Journal was working on a stoiy about the Presideot's 
relationship widi the Riady family, John Huang and the Lippo Group. The WSJ about the 
number of times James Riady had met with the President and the namre of ax^ such meedngs. 
On records of mggtingsi with President, Miriam Nemetz (Associate Counsel) reponed 

to me that there were at least two White House meetings: one in April 1993 that lasted about five 
miiuiiesaiida20mimiie meeting in the Oval Office in September 1995. The Presidem also had 
a brief encounter with Riady at a social event in Jakarta in November 1994. Bruce Undsey had 
been present at the Jakarta event and at the September 1995 meeting. 

I consulted with Bruce about how to describe these meetings. He said they were 
social visits. Nancy Hcmrcich (Director of Oval Office Operations), confirmed that the April 
1993 meeting had been simply to say hello. Accordingly, 1 instructed Fabiani to describe the 
meetings as casual, drop-by visits, primarily social in nature. I also suggested that we refer to 
(he number as "a few" and confirm there were at least three, while we continued to check for 
records of other meetings . 



After published reports of the two White House meetings (e.g. NYTimes 10/1 1), 
Bruce told me we had failed to identify and mention a more recent meeting that had occurred 
sometime in what was then the previous six or eight weeks. (Miriam checked this with Nancy 
Hemreicb who (old Miriam that she had mentioned this most recent meeting when Miriam had 
fu^ questioned her.) I instructed Fabiam to disclose the 4th meeiing, which was reported in the 
press on October 12. 1996 (Washington Post). Thereafter, I instructed Miriam to assemble all 
WAVES records reflecting meetings with Riady. The records confirmed a meeiing on September 
9. IS^. We continued to describe the meetings a.*; “drop by social visits" (e.g. Washington Post 
10/12. LATiraes 10/14). 


EOP 004056 
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Memorandum to Leon Panetta and Erskioe Bowles 
November 25. 1996 
Page 2 


During this same time period. Fabiani had been asked whether the President an 
Riady had a private conversation in a limousine somewhere around the time of the summe 
Olyn^ics durii^ which they discussed U.S. policy toward China. Bnice confiimed to me th^ 
Riady had sat with the President in his limousine following a political dinner in Washingto 
sometime since the Olympics. He did not know what they disnisvid and said it likely was privai 
only because the Secret Service would have been uncomfonable with the President standing 
outside in the open for longer than a few minutes. 

On October 10 or 11, I asked Records Management to pull all Riad> 
correspondence. The correspondence included an extensive letter from Mochtar Riady to the 
President in early 1993 expressing views on a variety of subjects of significance to Pacific Rim 
interests. There was also a July 1993 thank you letter from the President to James Riady on the 
bottom of n^iich the President had handwritten, "I enjoyed visit with President Soehaito." 

I brought this correspondence with me on October 13 to the Albuquerque debate 
preparation and showed it to Bruce. I told him 1 thought it Ukely thatthis co tr e spoi rieiice and the 
limousine meefing would become public and chat it would rake quesdons about our 
characterization of the President's reladonship widi the Riadys as simply social. Bruce did not 
disagree, but expressed a concern that if we acknowledged dtere may have been policy discussions 
the meetings would begin to sound more substantive than they were in fact Following this 
discussion, I advised Fabiani to begin "backgrounding* with the press the likelihood that these 
meetings included casual conversation about issu^ of interest to Pacific Rim countries. 

On October 14 or 15, during a conference call with several people involved in 
handling the Riady maner. including Bruce. 1 expressed concern about our characterization of 
these visits, based on the additional information we had learned about these meetings. I do not 
remember or know that 1 even knew who all participated in the call. I believe, in addition to 
Bruce and me (who were in the same room) and Fabiani, the other paiticipams were Harold Ickss, 
Joe Sandler (DNC General Counsel). Amy Weiss Tobe (DNC Press Spokeswoman), and Joe 
Lockhardt (Qinion Gore Spokesman). Fabiani staled his view that we should provide a more 
complete description of what occurred at the n»etings between Riady and the President. He said 
that the press was skeptical about our statements that they were social visits. 1 believe this was 
the call in which Fabiani also expressed the view that the press did not expect a detailed 
explanation until after the election. Bruce reiterated his concern about overstating the significance 
of the meetings. However, no one. including Bruce, disagreed that we needed to provide a fuller 
account of these meetings if press interest persisted. 


EOP 00*057 
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Memorandum to Leon Panetta and Erskine Bowles 
November 25, 1996 
Page 3 


At about this time. Joe Sandler told me that John Huang bad refused to tell hk 
about one of the subjects that had been in his September 1995 meediig with th 

President. Bruce and Riady. I asked Bnice if he had any what Huai^ was widiholding am 
Bnice told me that diey had discussed Huang moving from his post in dte Commerce Deparmc 
to a fundraising posidoo at the DNC. 

On October 16, 1996. the LA Times rqiorted the following: 

One of CUnton's senior advisors, Bruce Lindsey, said he has been present for twc 
meedngs between Riady aiKl Clionm in the past two years, including one in tibe last 
few months. 'It was basically a drop^ social visit,* Lindsey said of diat session. 
HesaidiK>tssuesofU.S.polky were discussed. When asked whether the meeting 
was about fund-raising, he declined further comment. *I'm not going to tell you 
what the meeting was about,” he said. 

.1 asked Bruce ^)out the statement and told him, as Fabiani had r epeated to me, diat 
it had created quite a buzz in the press it suggested we were refiising to provide any more 
information about the meetmgs. Bruce told me dial the LATimes had confused the quote because 
he had not been referring to the September 1996 meeting, but the Sq)tember 1995 meedog (at 
which Huang's transfer to the DNC had been discussed). He did not seem to recognize that his 
sutemeni was inconsistent with what I thought was an understanding that we would be more 
forthcoming in describing what occurred at tl^e meetings. 

On reoinung to Washington alter the San Diego debate. I undertook to verify that 
we had identified all of the meetings between Riady and the President. 

As it became clear (hat issues related to the Riadys and other contributors were 
likely to endure well beyond my tenure as well as Fabiani's, 1 discussed with Harold whether 
others should handle these matters. As the days passed. Fabiani and I were becoming more 
immersed, which made little sense as Fabiani would be gone in a few weeks (his last day was 
November 15) and he had been distracted by departure planning. I had long planned to leave the 
White House by the end of the year. Harold discussed my concern with Bruce and reported back 
that Bruce had conferred with Jack Quinn and they agreed it was sensible for Fabiani and me to 
withdraw. Mary Ellen Glynn picked up the press function for a few days and sometime in late 
October, 1 briefed Bruce and Cheryl Mills (Associate Counsel) on the information I bad collected, 
including what I had been able to verify about the Riady meetings. Since that lime, I have been 
largely uninvolved. 

Shortly after the election. Fabiani told me that Jeff Gerth was making inquiries 
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Memorandum to Leon Paneoa and Erskine Bowies 
November 25. 1996 
Page 4 


about Bmce's role. He indicated that Gerth was observing similarities between the earl 
Whitewater response in which Bruce was involved and the response to inquiries about fomig 
contributors raised in the fmal weeks of the campaign. 

On November 14, 1 received a call from Steve Labaton of the NYTimes. He sai< 
he wanted to talk to me about Bruce Lindsey's role in the White House regarding the Riad} 
matter. He said he understood I had been concerned that Bruce's description of the Riad} 
meetiiigs was ajjd that he had been told that plans to leave the Whim House wen 

related to my concerns that Bruce was dissembling about the meetings. I agreed to talk tc 
Labaton. The discussion was off>the>record. I told Labaton that I had long planned to leave the 
White House and my departure had nothit^ to do with the Riady maner or any co ncern that Bruce 
had been unmithful. I told him of Bruce’s concern that the significance of these casual meetings 
would be overstated if we described policy matters that bad been discussed. I said that I had 
ejtpressed a view that more needed to be said about the mggting s because the description of them 
as "social* would not hold up. I told L^ton that as i had learned more about the content of 
these meetings. I took the position that we siKHild explain what had occurred at the and 

not characterize them and that Bruce did not disagree with this. He expressly asked me if I 
believed Bruce had lied and I expressly told him that f did not believe Bruce had lied. 

On Saturday, November 16, Labaton paged me. When 1 lenimed the page, be told 
me that be wanted to read me a statement that Mike McCuny had given to Jeff Gerth and provide 
me an oppormniiy to respond on-the-record, as he believed Mike's statement was inconsistem with 
my view of events. The statement he then read indicated that Bruce had fully described the Riady 
meeungs to me from the outset and that our initial description of the meetings as social was based 
on that information. Labaton offered to call me back the following day to get my response. 

After speaking to Labaton. I called McCuiry, with whom I had spoken earlier in 
(be day about the developing story. I expressed dismay to Mike that he would have gone on-the- 
record with a statement about what I Imew. when 1 knew it, and wbat advice 1 gave, without 
checking it with me. He told me he bad received his information from Cheryl Mills vdiom be bad 
asked to run down the facts. He said he had assumed that wbat she had given him bad been 
checked with me. It hadn't. I told Mike that his statement was incorrect because I knew virtually 
nothing about the content of these meetings from Bruce at the time we described them as social 
and that nearly everything I had learned from Bn^e since then had been as a result of asking him 
to confirm what I had learned from other sources. I also told Mike that Gerth and Labaton 
already knew his statement was wrong. Mike, who had made it clear from the outset that he was 
determined to get the full story out accurately, was concerned. He said he thought we bad no 
choice but for me to go on-the-record with Labaton and correct it. We spoke generally about 
what 1 should say. 
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Memorandum to Leon Panena and Erskine Bowles 
November 25, 1996 
Page 5 


On Sunday morning, November 17, 1 wrote out a proposed on-the-record statemec 
and called Mike and read it to him: 

Bruce described the nmings between the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to regard them as social in nanire. As I learned more about these 
fnegfing< Others and confirmed that information with Bruce, Fabiani and I 
told him that we believed the could not be characterized credibly as social 

visits and that we needed to describe them more fully. Bruoe feared we would 
overstate their true significance if we described the meetings as more than social 
but agreed that more iKeded to be said. At the time we began disengaging, Bruce 
2 od odiers andc4)ated a more rigorous examination of these meetings that would 
enable a fuller eiqilanation to the public. 

Mike suggested that 1 take out the reference to our belief that the visits could not be characterized 
credibly as social. Otherwise the statement was fine, although Mike said that he thought I was 
making too big a deal out of this and should try to down play it. 

Labaton called back on Monday morning. I read him the following: 

Bruce described the mggting s between the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to regard them as social in nature. As I learned more about these 
meedogs and confirmed that information with Bruce, Fabiani and I recommended 
that the description of the meetings be elaborated. Bruce feared we would 
overstate their true significance if we described the meetings as more than social 
but agreed that more needed to be said. At the time Mark and I began 
disengaging, Bruce and others anticipated a more rigorous examination of these 
meetings chat would enable a fuller explanation to the public. 

In response, Labaton asked why we recommended that the description be elaborated. I said it was 
"because I felt, as did Mark, that calling them social would subject us to challenges." 


EOP 004060 



1061 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 26. 1996 


Memorandum to leon panetta 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

ERSKINE BOWLES 
CHIEF OF STAFF-DESIGNATE 

FROM: JANE SHERBURNE <^2*5 

SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESmENT 

SUBJECT: WHTTE HOUSE SJATEMENTS RE RIADY MEETINGS 

The following is my uoderstandiog of the development of White House statements 
related to meetings between the President and James RJady. In early October 1996, Mark Fabiani 
reported to me that the Wall Street Journal was working on a story about the President's 
relationship with the Riady (amily, John Huang and die Lippo Group. The WSJ asked about the 
number of times James Riady had met with the President and the nanire of any such meetings. 
On checking records of meetings with the President, Miriam Nemeiz (Associate Counsel) tqiorted 
to me that there were at least two White House meetings: one in April 1993 that lasted about five 
minutes and a 20 minute meeting in the Oval Office in September 1995. The President also had 
a brief encounter with Riady at a social event in Jakarta in November 1994. Bruce Lindsey had 
been present at the Jakarta event and at the September 1995 meeting. 

I consulted with Bruce about how to describe these meetings. He said they were 
social visits. Nancy Hernreich (Director of Oval Office Operations), confirmed that the April 
1993 meeting bad been simply to say hello. .Accordingly, I instructed Fabiani to describe the 
meetings as casual, drop-by visits, primarily social in nanire. I also suggested Out we refer to 
the number as 'a few' and confirm there were at least three, while we continued to check for 
records of other meetings. 



After published reports of the two White House meetings (e.g. NYTimes 10/11), 
Bruce told me we had failed to identify ana mention a more recent meeting that had occurred 
sometime in what was then the previous six or eight weeks. (Miriam checked this with Naimy 
Hernreich who told Miriam that she had mentioned this most recent meeting when Miriam had 
first questioned her.) I instructed Fabiani to disclose the 4th meeting, whichTvas reported in the 
press on October 12, 1996 (Washington Postl. Thereafter, 1 instructed Miriam to assemble all 
WAVES records reflecting meetings with Riady. The records confirmed a meeting on September 
9. 1996. We continued to describe the meetings nr. "drop by social visits" (e.g. Washington Post 
10/12. LATimes 10/14). 
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During this same time period, Fabiani had been uked whether the President and 
Riady had a private conversation in a limousine somewher^ around the time of the summer 
Olympics during which they discussed U.S. policy toward China. Bruce confirmed to me that 
Riady had sat with the President in his limousine following a political dinner in Washington 
sometime since the Olympics. He did not know what they discussed and said it likely was private 
only because the Secret Service would have been uncomfortable with the President standing 
outside in the open for longer than a few minutes. 

On October 10 or 11, I asked Records Management to puli all Riady 
correspondence. The correspondence included an extensive letter horn Moebtiu Riady to the 
President in early 1993 expressing views on a varied of subjects of significance to Pacific Rim 
interests. There was also a July 1993 thank you letter &om the President to James Riady on the 
bottom of which the President had handwritten, 'I enjoyed my visit with President Sodiarto.' 

I brought this correspondence with me on October 13 to the Albuquerque debate 
preparation and showed it to Bruce. I told him I thought it likely that this correspondence and the 
limousine meeting would become public and that it would raise questions about our 
characterization of the President's reladonsbip witb.the Riadys as simply social. Bruce did not 
disagree, but expressed a concern that if we acknowledged there may have been polity discussions 
the meetings would begin to sound more substantive than they were in fact. Following this 
discussion, 1 advised Fabiani to begin "backgrounding* with the press the likelihood that these 
meetings included casual conversation about issues of interest to Pacific Rim countries. 

On October 14 or 15, during a conference call with several people involved in 
handling the Riady matter, including Bruce, I expressed concern about our cbanclerization of 
these visits, based on the additional information we had learned about these meetings. I do not 
remember or know that 1 even knew who all participated in the call. 1 believe, in addition to 
Bruce and me (who were in the same room) and Fabiani, the other participants were Ebrold Ickes, 
Joe Sandler (DNC General Counsel), Amy Weiss Tobe (DNC Press Spokeswoman), and Joe 
Lockhardt (Clinton Gore Spokesman). Fabiani stated his view that we should provide a more 
complete description of what occurred at the meetings between Riady and the President. He said 
that the press was skeptical about our statements that they were social visits. 1 believe this was 
the call in which Fabiani also expressed the view that the press did not expect a detailed 
explanation until after the election. Bruce reiterated his concern about overstatirrg the signifrcance 
of the meetings. However, no one, including Bmce, disagreed that we needed to provide a fuller 
account of these meetings if press interest'persisted. 
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At about this time, Joe Sandler told me that Jphn Huang had refused to tell him 
about one of the subjects that bad been discussed in bis Sqrtember 1995 meeting with the 
President, Bruce and Riady . I asked Bruce if he had any idea what Huang was withholding and 
Bruce told me that they had discussed Huang moving £n>m his post in the Commerce Dqraitment 
to a fundraising position at the DNC. 

On October 16, 1996, the LA Times rqtoned the following; 

One of Clinton's senior advisors, Bruce Lindsqr. said he has been present for two 
meetings between Riady and Clinton in the past two years, including one in the last 
few months. 'It was basically a drop-by social visit,* Litalsey said of that session. 
He said no issues of U.S. policy were discussed. When asked whether the meeting 
was about fund-raising, be declined further commenL ‘I'm not going to tell you 
what the meeting was about,* he said. 

I asked Brace about the statement and told him. as Fabiani had reported to me, that 
it bad created quite a buzz in the press because it suggested we were refiising to provide atqr more 
information about the meetings. Brace told me that the LATimes had confused the quote because 
he had not been referring ro the September 1996 meeting, but the September 1995 meeting (at 
which Huang's transfer to the DNC had been discussed). He did not seem to recognize that bis 
statement was inconsistent with what I thought was an understanding that we would be mote 
forthcoming in describing what occurred at these meetings. 

On returning to Washington after the San Diego debate, I undertook to verify that 
we had identified all of the meetings between Riady and the President. 

As it became clear that issues related to the Riadys and other contributors were 
likely to endure well beyond my tenure as well as Fabiani's, I discussed with Harold whether 
others should handle these matters. As the days passed. -Fabiani and I were becoming mote 
immersed, which made little sense as Fabiani would be gone in a few weeks (his last day was 
November 15) and he had been distracted by departure planning. I bad long planned to leave the 
White House by the end of the year. Harold discussed my concern with Brace and repotted back 
that Brace had conferred with Jack Quitm and diey agreed it was sensible for Fabiani and me to 
withdraw. Maty Ellen Glynn picked up the press function for a few days and sometime in late 
October, I briefed Brace and Cheryl Mills (Associate Counsel) on the information I had collected, 
including what 1 had been able to verify about the Riady meetings. Since that time, 1 have been 
largely uninvolved. 

Shortly after the election, Fabiani told me that Jeff Gerth was making inquiries 
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about Bruce's role. He indicated that Gerth was observing .similarities between the eariy 
Whitewater response in which Bruce was involved and the response to inquiries about foreign 
contributors raised in the final weeks of the campaign. 

On November 14, 1 received a call from Steve Labaton of the NYTimes. He said 
he wanted to talk to me about Bruce Lindsey's role in the White House regarding the Riady 
matter. He said be understood I bad been concerned that Bruce's description of the Riady 
meetings was misleading and that he had been told that my plans to leave the White House were 
related to my concerns that Bruce was dissembling about the meetings. I agreed to talk to 
Labaton. The discussion was off-the-record. I told Labaton that I had long plan^ to leave the 
White House and my depatiute bad nothing to do with the Riady matter or any concern that Bruce 
had been untruthful. I told him of Bruce's concern that the significance of these casual meetings 
would be overstated if we described policy matters that had been discussed. I said that I had 
expressed a view that more needed to be said about the meetings because the description of them 
as "social* would not hold up. I told Labaton that as I had learned more about the content of 
these meetings, I took the position that we should eiqilain what bad occurred at the meetings and 
not characterize them and that Bruce did not disagree with this: He expressly asked me if I 
believed Bruce had lied and I expressly told him diat I did not believe Bruce had lied. 

On Saturday, November 16, Labaton paged me. When I returned the page, he told 
me that he wanted to read me a statement that Mike McCurry had given to Jeff Getdi and provide 
me an oppornmity to respond on-die-record, as he believed Mike's statement was inconsistent with 
my view of events. The statement he then read indicated that Bmce had fully described the Riady 
meetings to me from the outset and that our initial description of the meetings as social was based 
on that information. Labaton offered to caU me back the following day to get my response. 

After speaking.to Labaton, 1 called McCurry, with whom I had spoken earlier in 
the day about the developing story. I expressed dismay to Mike that be would have {one on-the- 
record with a statement about what I knew, when 1 knew it, and what advice 1 gave, without 
checking it with me. He told me be had received his information from Cheryl Mills whom he had 
asked to run down the fects. He said he had assumed that what she had given him had been 
checked with me. It hadn't. I told Mike that his statement was incorrect because I knew virtually 
nothing about the content of these meetings from Bruce at the time we described them as social 
and that nearly everything I had learned from Bruce since then had been as a result of asking him 
to confirm what I had learned from other sources. 1 also told Mike that Gerth and Labaton. 
already knew his statement was wrong. Mike, who had made it clear from the outset that he was 
determined to get the full story out accurately, was concerned. He said he thought we had no 
choice but for me to go on-the-record with Labaton and correct it. We spoke generally about 
what I should say. 
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On Sunday morning, November 17, 1 wrote out a proposed on-the-record statement 
and called Mike and read it to him: 

Bruce described the meetings between the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to regard them as social in naorre. As 1 learned more about these 
meetings from others and confirmed that information with Bruce, Fabiani and I 
told him that we believed the nv^np could not be characterized credibly as social 
visits and that we needed to describe them mote fully. Bruce feared we would 
overstate their true significance if we described the meetings as mote than social 
but agreed that more needed to be said. At the time we began disengaging, Bruce 
and others anticipated a mote rigorous examination of these meetings that would 
enable a fuller explanation to the public. ' 

Mike suggested that I take out the reference to our belief that the visits could not be characterized 
credibly as social. Otherwise the statement was fine, although Mike said that he thought I was 
making too big a deal out of this and should try to down play it 

Labaton called back on Monday morning. I read him the following: 

Bruce described the meetings between the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to regard them as social in nature. As I learned more about these 
meetings atxl confttined that information with Bruce, Fabiani and I recommended 
that the description of the meetings be elaborated. Bruce feared we would 
overstate their true significance if we described the meetings as more than social 
but agreed that more needed to be said. At the time Mark and I began 
disengaging, Bruce and others anticipated a more rigorous examination of these 
meetings that would enable a fuller explanation to the public. 

In response, Labaton asked why we recommended that the description be elaborated. I said it was 
'because I felt, as did Mark, that calling them social would subject us to challenges.' 
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Tetter to the Rditnr. Thp Nrrw York Timpt 

On November 19, 1996, The New York Times published an article quoting me regarding the 
White House’s description of two of the visits Mr. James Riady had with the President. "Close 
Aide.to Clinton Urged Less Candor Over Indonesia," Al. You subsequently described my views 
in an editorial on November 20, 1996. "An Instinct to Deceive,” A24. I am writing peisonally 
to correct the inaccuracies of both publications. 

The most significant inaccuracy is the suggestion that there was ever any conflict between the 
President’s advisors, or that anyone wanted to "stonewall" about the facts. There was no such 
conflict. No one ever suggested stonewalling or being less than forthcoming. No one sought to 
mislead. And no one disagreed about the facts as we knew them. 

There thus was never any disagreement within the White House, and certainly none between 
myself and Mr. Lindsey, regarding the imderlying facts of the two visits Mr. Riady had with the 
President at which Mr. Lindsey was present On both occasions, Mr. Riady dropped by for a 
short visit; on one occasion, his wife accompanied him as did Mr. Huang and Mr. Giroir, on the 
other visit Mr. Middleton accompanied him. I understood that among other things, they talked 
about fiiends, families and Arkansas. During the course of one of these visits, they discussed 
Mr. Huang’s desire to work for the Democratic National Committee. Durirrg the course of the 
other visit Mr. Riady applauded the President’s year-old China policy and encouraged him to 
continue engagirrg China. 

Much has been made about how these visits should be characterized. Mr. Lindsey believed, and 
I think he correctly corttinues to believe, that characterizing these visits as policy discussions 
would be flatly inaccurate. Someone’s comment of siqrport for a policy determined a year earlier 
in the course of conversatian dominated by talk of family and fiiends ^d not in his mind, 
constitute a policy discussion. I did not disagree; 1 was only concerned about how the press 
would portray these meetings. There were discussions among many people about the proper 
characterization of these two of Mr. Riady’s visits, not whether to disclose the information. 

More importantly, it is simply wrong to say that Mr. Lindsey overruled me. Indeed, 1 
specifically told Mr. Labaton that Mr. Lindsey never did. 

Yet another fundamental inaccuracy is the suggestion that I am leaving the White House or 
withdrew from this matter because 1 was overruled. As 1 have made clear, 1 was not overruled. 
Moreover, this type of discussion, which happens every day, is not even remotely close to the 
kind of issue over which 1 would resign. I made the decision long ago to return to the private 
sector. Similarly, Mr. Fabiani accepted an offer to work in Los Angeles long before these issues 
arose, in fact, 1 decided to transfer this matter to another attorney only after it became clear that 
this matter would extend beyond the election and beyond the time frame I had in mind for 
leaving the White House. 1 therefore made the judgment that someone who would be here longer 
than 1 should handle this maner. 
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Your paper has also improperly attributed atemaik to the President He stated in his interview 
with your newspaper that "the only policy issues" that came iq>, were the ones we’ve identified. 
But, he never said that it was incotrect to characterize these visits as social. 

In his press con£srence and again to your newspqier, the President has indicated how he makes 
policy decisions. In m»lHng such decisions, he considers the advice of key advisors, lawmakers, 
academicians, as well as a wide range of other Americans, and then makes the decision he think s 
is best for America. The China policy that Mr. Riady ^lauded and encouraged to be continued 
has been siqiported by The Wall Street Journal, The Los Angeles Times, and The Washington 
Post. But at bottom, it should be self-evident that Mr. Riady’s comment could not have tiffected a 
policy that had been in place for more than a year. 

1 wanted to make sure that I took this opportunity to clarify any potential misimpressions that 
may have been left in the public’s mind by your newspaper about these matter. 
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Letter to the Editor. 77ie New York Times 


On November 19, 1996, TTie New York Times published an article quoting me regarding the 
White House’s description of two of the visits Mr. James Riady had with the President ("Close 
Aide to Clinton Urged Less Candor Over Indonesia," Al). You subsequently described my 
views in an editorial on November 20, 1996 ("An Instinct to Deceive," A24). 1 am writing to 
correct the inaccuracies in both pieces. 

The most significant inaccuracy is the suggestion that there was ever any conflict among the 
President’s advisors, or that anyone wanted to "stonewall" about the facts. There was no such 
conflict. No one ever suggested stonewalling or being less than forthcoming. No one sought to 
mislead. And no one disagreed about the fiicts as we knew them. 

Thus there was never any disagreement within the White House, and certainly none between Mr. 
Lindsey and me, regarding the underlying facts of the two visits Mr. Riady bad with the 
President at which Mr. Lindsey was present On both occasions, Mr. Riady dropped by for a 
short visit; on one occasion, bis vdfe accompanied him as did Mr. Huang and Mr. Giroir; on the 
other visit, Mr. Middleton accompanied him. I understood that, among other thin gs, they talked 
about fiiends, &milies and Arkansas. During the course ofoneoftbese visits, they discussed 
Mr. Huang’s desire to work for the Democrafic National Committee During the course of the 
other visit, Mr. Riady applauded the President’s year-old China policy and encouraged him to 
continue engaging China. 

Much has been made about how these visits should be characterized. Mr. Lindsey believed, and 
he correctly continues to believe, that characterizing these visits as policy discussions would be 
flatly inaccurate. A person’s corrunent of stqrport for a policy determined a year earlier in the 
course of otherwise personal conversation did not, in his min d, constitute a policy discussion. I 
did not disagree; I was concerned only about how the press would portray these meetings. There 
were discussions among many people about the proper characterization of these two of Mr. 
Riady’s visits, not whether to disclose the information. Mote importantly, it is simply wrong to 
say that Mr. Lindsey overruled me. Indeed, 1 specifically told Mr. Labaton that Mr. Lindsey 
never did. 

Yet another fundamental irmccuracy is the suggestion that 1 am leaving the White House or 
withdrew from this matter because I was overruled. As I have made clear, 1 was not overruled. 
Moreover, this type of discussion, which happens every day, is not even remotely close to the 
kind of issue over which 1 would resign. I made the decision long ago to return to the private 
sector at the end of the year, a decision to which a number of White House staff can attest 
Similarly, Mr. Fabiani accepted an offer to work in Los Angeles long before these issues arose. 
In fact, I decided to transfer this matter to another attorney only after it became clear that this 
maner would extend beyond the time frame I had in mind for leaving the White House. 
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Your paper has also improperly attributed a remark to the President. He stated in his interview 
with your newspaper tlut *the only policy issues' that came iq>, were the ones we've identified. 
He never said t^ it was inconect to characterize these visits as social. 

In his press conference and again to your reporter, die President indicated how be makes policy 
decisions. He considets the advice of key advisors, lawmakere, academidans, as well as a wide 
range of other Americans, and dien makes die decision he thinks is best for America. The China 
policy that Mr. Riady applauded and encouraged to be condnued has been sipported by The Wall 
Street Journal, The Los Angeles Times, and The Washington Post. It should be self-evident, 
however, that Mr. Riady’s comment could not have affected a policy that had been in place for 
more than a year. 

I wanted to clarify any potential misimpressions that your newspaper may have been left in the 
public’s mind about this matter. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
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MEMORANDUM TO LEON PANETTA 
CHIEF OF STAFF 


FROM: 


ERSKINE BOWLES 

CHIEF OF STAFF-DESIGNATE 

JANE SHERBURNE <^2^5 

SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 



SUBJECT: 


WHITE HOUSE STATEMENTS RE RJADY MEETINGS 




The following is my imderstaoding of the development of White House statements 
related to meetings between the President aiul James Riadv, In early October 1996. Mark Fabiani 
reponed to me that* ^ Wall Street inunwi was woridng on a story about die Presideat's 
relationsh^ with die Riady family. John Huang and the Uppo Group. The WSJ askert about the 
number of tnnes James Riady had met whh the President and the nature of any such meetings. 
On checking records of meetings with the President. Miriam Nemeiz (Associate Counsel) reported 
to me that there were at least two White House meetings: one in April 1993 that lasttd about five 
minutes and a 20 minute meeting in the Oval Office in S gptemhgr 1995. T he President also had 
a brief encounter with Riady at a social event in Jakarta in November 1994. Bruce Lindsey had 
been present at the Jakarta event and at the September 1995 meeting. 




I consulted with Bruce ab out how to describe these meetings. He said they were 
^ociaLkisitt^ Nancy Hemreich (Director of Oval Office Operations), confirmed that the April 
1993 meeting had been simply to s av hell^ Accordingly. I instructed Fabiani to describe the 
•’ meetings as casual, drop-by visits. 6nnia^ social in nature. I also suggested that we refer to 
the number as "a few" and confirm there were at least three, while we continued to check for 
records of other meetings. 


After published reports of the two While House meetings (e^.^ NYTimes 10/11 ). 
Bruce told me we had failed to identify ana mention a more recent meeting that had occurred 
sometime in what was then the previous six or eight weeks . (Miriam checked this with Nancy 
Hemreich who told Miriam that she had mentiorwd this most recent meeting when Miriam had 
first questioned her.) I instructed Fabiani to disclose the 4th meeung, which was reported in the 
press on October 12, 1996 ( Washington Post) . Thereafter, I instructed Miriam to assemble all 
WAVES records reflecting meetings with Riady. The records confirmed a meeting on September 
j 9, 1996. We continued to descnbe the meetings a.s “drop by social visits” (e.g. , Washington Post . 
' !0/12. L.ATimes 10/14t 
I 
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During this same time period. Fabiani had been asked whether the President and 
Riady had a private conversation in a Ummisine s^ewhere around the time of the summer 
Olympics during which they discussed U.S. polic^oward China. Bruce confirmed to me that 
Riady had sat with the President in his iimousipe following a political dinner in Washington 
sometime since the Olympics. He did not know what they discussed and said it likely was private 
only because the Secret Service would have J^n uncomfortable with the President standing 
outside in the open for loiter than a few miputes. 



On October 10 or 11. I asked Records Management to pull all Riady 
correspondence. The correspondence included an extensive letter from Mochtar Riady to the 
President in early 1993 expressing views on a variety of subjects of significance to Pacific Rim 
interests. There was also a July 1993 thank you letter horn the President to James ^dv on tte 
bottom of which the President had handwritten. *I enjoyed my visit with President( goehartq ^^^ 

I brought this correspondence with me on October 13 to the Albuquerque debate 
preparadoQ and showed it to Bruce. 1 told him I thou^ it likely that this conespoodeoce tnd die 
limousine would become public and that it would raise questions about our 

/Characterization of die President's relationship with the Riadys as simply social. Bnice did not 
^ MjsagEBfi. but expressed a concern that if we acknowledged there may have been policy discussions 
'the meetings would begin to sound more substantive than they were in &ct. Following this 
discussion, I advised Fabitiii to begin *>^>pyounding * with the press the likelihood that these 
^meetings ingtudad casual conversation about issues of interest to Pacific Rim countries. 

On October 14 or 15, during a conference call with several people involved in 
handling the Riady matter, including Bruce, 1 expressed concern about our characterization of 
these visits, based on the additional information we had learned about these meetings. I do not 
remember or know that I even knew who all participated in the call. I believe, in addition to 
Bruce and me (who were in the same room) and Fabiani, the other participants were Harold Ickes, 
Joe Sandler (DNC General Counsel). Amy Weiss Tobe (DNC Press Spokeswoman), and Joe 
Lockhardt (Clinton Gore Spokesman). Fabiani stated his view that we should provide a more 
"complete description of what occurred at the meetings between Riady and the President. He said 
that the press was skeptical about our statements that they were social visits. I believe this was 
the call in which Fabiani also expressed the view that the press did not expect a detailed 
Mplanaiion until after the election. Bruc e reiterated his concern about overstating the significance 
lOf the meeiUlgS. However, no one. i q f-tiiHing Rnir» , Hicagr— H thir tn pmvirfe a filllgr 

account of these meetings if press interest persisted. 
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At about this time. Joe Sandler told me that John Huang had refused to tell hiir 
about one of the subjects that had been discussed in his September 1995 meeting with the 
President. Bruce and Riady. I asked Bruce if he had any idea what Huang was withholding and 
Bruce told me that they had discussed Huang moving from his post in the Commerce Department 
to a fundraising position at the DNC. 

On October 16. 1996, the LA Times reported the following: 

One of Clinton's senior advisors. Bruce Lindsey, said he has been present for two 
meetings between Riady and Clinton in the past two years, including one in the last 
few months. "It was basically a drop-by social visit," Lindsey said of that session. 
He said no issues of U.S. policy were discussed. When asked whether the meeting 
was about fund-raising, be declined further comment. "I'm not going to tell you 
what the meeting was about,” he said. 


I asked Bruce about die statement and told h™, as Fabiani had rqxnted to me, diat 
it bad created quite a bus in the press herause it suggested we were refusing to provide any more 
information about the meetings. Bruce told that the LATimes h ad confused the quote because 
he had not been referring to the September 1996 meeting, but the September 1995 meeting (at 
'which Huang's transfer to the DNC h^ been discussed). He did not seem to lecngnirg that his 
scatemeot was toconsistent with wh^ I thou^ was an understaiiding that we would be more 
forthcoming in describit^ what occurred at these meetings. 


On returning to Washington after the San Diego debate. I undenook to verify that 
we had identified all of the meetings between lUady and the President. 

^ As it became clear that issues related to the Riadys and other contributors were 

/likely to endure well beyond my tenure as well as Fabiani's, I discussed with Harold whether 
/others should handle these matters. Aa thr'ntayc-ptise e d. f abiani and 1 were becoming more 
immersed, which made little sense as Fabiani would be gone in a few weeks (his last day was 
November 15) and he had been distracted by depanure planning. 1 had long planned to leave the 
While House by the end of the year. Harold discussed my concern with Bruce and reported back 
that Bruce had conferred with Jack Quinn and they agreed it was sensible for Fabiani and me to 
withdraw Mary Ellen Glynn picked up the press function for a few days and sometime in late 
October, I briefed Bruce and Cheryl Mills (Associate Counsel) on the information I had collected, 
including what I had been able to verify about the Rjady meetings. Since that time, I have been 
largely uninvolved. 

Shortly after the election. Fabiani (old me that Jeff Gerth was making inquiries 
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about Bruce's role. He indicated that Geith was observing similarities between the earh 
Whitewater response in which Bruce was involved and the response to inquiries about foreigr 
contributors raised in the final weeks of the campaign. 

On November 14, 1 received a call from Steve Labaion of the NYTimes. He said 
he wanted to talk to me about Bruce Lindsey's role in the White House regarding the Riad> 
matter. He said he understood I had been concerned that Bruce's description of the Rlad> 
mee ting s was misleading and that be had been told that my plans to leave the White House were 
related to my concerns that Bruce was dissembling about the meetings. I agreed to talk to 
Labaton. The discussion was offthe-record. I told Labaton that 1 had long planned to leave the 
White House and my departure had nothing to do with the Riady matter or any concern that Bruce 
had been unmithfiil. I told him of Bruce's concern that the si^iificance of these casual meetings 
would be overstated if we described policy matters that had been discussed. I said that I had 
expressed a view that more needed to be said abtnit the meetings because the description of them 
as "social* would not hold up. I told Labaton that as 1 bad learned more about the content of 
these meetings. 1 took, the position that we should explain what bad occ un ed at the mf!r.rings and 
not characterize them and that Biuoe did not disagree with this. He expressly asked me if I 
believed Bruce had lied and I expressly told him that I did not believe Bruce had lied. 

On Saturday. Novemb <^ T jhat^n pgaH tw When 1 returned the page, he told 
fTw» that nnntM tn that MiW Mef!mTV hmd pyen tO Jcff Gcftfa aod p wwide 

me an opportunity to respond on-the-record, as he believed Mike's statement was inconsistent widi 
my view of events. The statement he then read indicated that Bruce had fully described the Riady 
meetings to me from the outset and that our initial description of the meetings as social was based 
on that information. Labaton offered to call me back the following day to get my response. 

After speaking to Labaton, I called McCurry, with whom I had spoken earlier in 
the day about the developing story. I expressed dismay to Mike that be would have gone othtbe* 
record with a statement about what 1 knew, when I knew it, and what advice I gave, without 
checking it with me. He told me he had received his information from Cheryl Mills whom be had 
asked to run down the facts. He said he had assumed that what she had given him had been 

g kedwithme. It hadn't. I told Mike that his statement was incorrect because 1 knew virtually 
ing about the content of these meetings from Bruce at the time we described them as social 
that nearly everything I had learned from Bruce since then had been as a result of asking him 
snfirm what I had learned from other sources. I also told Mike that Gerth and Labaton 
already knew his statement was wrong. Mike, who had made it clear from the outset that he was 
determined to get the full story out accurately, was concerned. He said he thou ght w e had no 
choice but for me to go on-the-record with Labaton and correct it. We spoke ahmit 
what I should.say. 
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On Sunday morning, NovOTtoH. I wrote out a proposed on-ihe-rccord staicmeni 
and called Mike and read it to him: 

Bruce described the meetii^s b^ween the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to regard them as social in nature. As I learned more about these 
meetings from others and coofinned that information with Bruce, Fabiani and 1 
told him that we believed the meetings could not be characterized credibly as social 
visits and that we needed to describe thun more fully. Bruce-feared we would 
overstate their true significance if we described the meetings as more than social 
but agreed (bat more needed to be said. At the time we began disengaging, Bruce 
and others anticipated a more rigorous examination of these meetings that would 
enable a fuller explanation to the public. 

Mike suggested that I take out the reference to mir belief that the visits could not be characterized 
credibly as social. Otherwise the statement was fine, although Mike said that he thought I was 
making too big a deal out of (his and should try to down play it 

Labaton called back on Monuy mo rning l read him the following: 

Bruce described the meetings between the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to r^ard them as social in nature. As I learned omre about these 
and confirmed diat info rmation with Bruce, Fabiani and I recommended 
that the description of the ma^ ingt be elaborated. Bruce feared we would 
overstate (heir true significance if we described the meg tings as more than social 
but agreed that more needed to be said. At the time Mark and I began 
disengaging, Bruce and others anticipated a more rigorous examination of these 
meetings that would enable a fuHer explanation to the public. 

In response. Labaton asked why we recommended that the description be elaborated. I said it was 
^ "because I felt, as did Mark, that calling them.social would subject us to challenges." 
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November 26, 1996 


Cheryl -- 

There is much in your proposed letter to the editor that is useful but for several reasons 
I believe it would do more harm than good. I had hoped to complete last Thursday’s 
conversation so you could understand the efforts I already had undertaken and why 1 had 
concluded they were unworkable. I also had expected to tell you when we resumed our meeting 
that I had discussed the letter with McCuny who had concluded its creation would raise more 
questions than it would resolve. With regard to the letter you drafted: 

1. I disagree that "the most significant inaccuracy is the suggestion that there was ever 
any conflict between the President's advisors, or that anyone wanted to ‘‘stonewali’ about the 
facts." Rather, I think the most significant inaccuracy is the inference that the President's 
advisors were hiding misconduct. I was unaware of any misconduct. However, we cannot say 
or imply that there was no disagreement about how to talk about these meetings and when to talk 
about them. I have heard McCuny telling reporters over the last several days that this whole 
issue arose out of a disagreement over whether the meetings could still be characterized as 
"social" when policy matters were in fact discussed. And Gerth is quite keen on pointing out 
that on 10/16 - after the time we thought we all had agreed to describe the meetings more fully - 
- the LATimes reported that Bruce said he would not tell them what the 9/96 meeting was about. 
Gerth believes this justifies his conclusion that Fabiani and I got rolled on our recommendation. 
Bruce is vulnerable on this point and I think it hurts him to press it, in view of his 10/16 
statement. 

2. I don't think the third paragraph adds anything. Of course I couldn’t disagree with 
Bruce about the facts - I wasn’t there. And the President himself has addressed what was 
discussed at the meetings already. 

3. With regard to the 4th paragraph — the issue was never whether we should 
characterize the visits as "policy discussions." Rather, the issue was whether characterizing them 
as "social" visits was misleading. Again, even though I told Labalon that Bruce did not disagree 
that the meetings needed to be described more fully, they consider that he did overrule the 
recommendation with his 10/16 statement. In feet (although 1 did not say so to Labaton), I did 
regard Bruce's 10/16 statement as flatly contradicting what I thought we had agreed to a day or 
two before. As 1 mentioned to you, Bruce told me his refusal to say what the meeting was about 
was a reference to the 9/95 meeting, not the one in 9/96. I.e. he did not want to tell them about 
the discussion of Huang's transfer from Commerce to the DNC, although it has since been 
disclosed. 

4. 5th paragraph -- same problem re overruling. The rest is true enough. 

5. 6th paragraph - 1 don’t think we should tamper with the President’s statements. The 
President has said what he said. The whole point is to get away from the characterization — tell 
the facts and let others decide the characteri zation that fits the__fac ts. The President gave the 
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facts. I don’t think it is helpful to him to invite questioning about whether he thinks the 
meetings were social or something else, especially when the press has widely concluded that by 
his own remarks the President regarded the meetings as including policy discussions. 

6. Penultimate paragraph - What does it add? The President said it best himself. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

Decemb«7, 1996 


MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK QUINN 

FROM: CDMILLS 

SUBJECT: The 11/26/96 Memo 

I read the 1 1/26/96 memo that Jane gave you on Wednesday ("WH Statements Re Riady 
Meetings"). I have some reservations about it, at least with respect to those things that I know 
about or that others have told me. I have not gone through the memo point-by-point. I have just 
made a few of observations — let me know if you need to me elaborate. 

1 . The memo describes a process of Jane learning over a period of time what occurred at the 

two meetings in udiich Bruce participated; however, I was with Bruce on one occasion in 
early October when Jane paged him and he described what happened at both meetings. 

2. The memo does not reference Jane's [initial/current?] statements that the genesis of the 
quotadons/tone of the article was a "set-up” by Fabiani, which she has indicated to others. 

3 . The memo refers to the 3/9/93 Riady letter as a basis for her concern about describing 
Mr. Riady's visits as basically social; she never mentioned the letter in her discussion 
with me (it also was not in any of the files she gave to me on October 30tb when she 
stopped handling this matter). [I am not clear, though, how the (act offiie letter changes 
what happened at the two visits; we would still describe the visits based upon wdiat 
occurred]. 

4. The memo states that I did not check with her prior to giving Bruce’s understanding of 
the facts to McCurry; in fact McCurry asked me to check with Bruce, since Jane had 
already spoken with Labaton and to get back to him so he could follow-up with Jane; 
McCurry said he would ~ and 1 understood that he did — check with Jane. 

These are a few reasons why the memo is not accurate, if that matters for any greater purpose. 
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THE WHITE HOUSi 

WASHINGTON 

November 26. 1996 


MEMORANDUM TO LEON PANETTA 
CHIEF OF STAFF 

ERSKINE BOWLES 
CHIEF OF STAFF-DESIGNATE 

FROM: JANE SHERBURNE 

SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: WHITE HOUSE STATEMENTS RE RIADY MEETINGS 

The following is my understanding of the development of White House statements 
related to meetings between the President and James Riady. In early October 1996, Mark Fabiani 
reported to me that the Wall Street Journal was working on a story about the President's 
relationship with the Riady fomily, John Huang and the Lippo Group. The WSJ asked about the 
number of times James Riady had met with the President and the nature of any such meetings. 
On checking records of meetings with the Presidet^. Miriam Nemetz (Associate Counsel) reported 
to me that there were at least two White House n^etings: one in April 1993 that lasted about five 
minutes and a 20 minute meeting in the Oval Office in September 1995. The President also had 
a brief encounter with Riady at a social event in Jakarta in November 1994. Bruce Lindsey had 
been present at the Jakarta event and at the September 1995 meeting. 

I consulted with Bruce about how to describe these meetings. He said they were 
social visits. Nancy Hemreich (Director of Oval Office Operations), confirmed that the April 
1993 meeting had been simply to say hello. .Accordingly, 1 instructed Fabiani to describe the 
meetings as casual, drop-by visits, primarily social in namre. I also suggested that we refer to 
the number as “a few" and confirm there were at least three, while we continued to check for 
records of other meetings. 



After published reports of the two White House meetings (e.g. NYTimes 10/11), 
Bruce told me we had failed to identify ana mention a more recent meeting that had occurred 
sometime in what was then the previous six or eight weeks. (Miriam checked this with Nancy 
Hernreich who told Miriam that she had mentioned this most recent meeting when Miriam had 
first questioned her.) I instructed Fabiani to disclose the 4th meeting, which was repotted in the 
press on October 12. 1996 (Washington Post). Thereafter, I instructed Miriam to assemble all 
WAVES records reflecting meetings v.'jth Riady. The records confirmed a meeting on September 
9. 1996 We continued to describe the meetings a.s "drop by social visits” (e.g. Washington Post 
10/12. LATimes 10/14). ^^eThTbTt" 
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Memorandum to Leon Paneita and Erskine Bowles 
November 25, 1996 
Page 2 


During this same time period, Fabiani had been asked whether the President and 
Riady had a private conversation in a limousine somewhere' around the time of the summer 
Olympics during which they discussed U.S. policy toward China, Bruce confirmed to me that 
Riady had sat with the President in his limousine following a political dinner in Washington 
sometime since the Olympics. He did not know what they discussed and said it likely was private 
only because the Secret Service would have been uncomfortable with the President standing 
outside in the open for longer than a few minutes. 

On October 10 or 11, I asked Records Management to pull all Riady 
correspondence. The cotiespondence included an extensive letter from Mochtar Riady to the 
President in early 1993 expressing views on a variety of subjects of significance to Pacific Rim 
interests. There was also a July 1993 thank you letter from the President to James Riady on the 
bottom of which the President had handwritten, ”I enjoyed my visit with President Soeharto." 

I brought this correspondence with me on October 13 to the Albuquerque debate 
preparation and showed it to Bruce. I told him I thought it likely that this correspondence and the 
limousine meeting would become public and that it would raise questions about our 
characterization of the President's relationship with the Riadys as simply social. Bruce did not 
disagree, but expressed a concern that if we acknowledged there may have been policy discussions 
the meetings would begin to sound mote substantive than they were in fact. Following this 
discussion, I advised Fabiani to begin 'backgrounding* with the press the likelihood that these 
meetings included casual conversation about issues of interest to Pacific Rim countries. 

On October 14 or 15, during a conference call with several people involved in 
handling the Riady matter, including Bruce, I expressed concern about our characterization of 
these visits, based on the additional information we had learned about these meetings. 1 do not 
remember or know that I even knew who alt participated in the call. I believe, in addition to 
Bruce and me (who were in the same room) and Fabiani, the other participants were Harold Ickes, 
Joe Sandler (DNC General Counsel), Amy Weiss Tobe (DNC Press Spokeswoman), and Joe 
Lockhardt (Clinton Gore Spokesman). Fabiani stated his view that we should provide a more 
complete description of what occurred at the meetings between Riady and the President. He said 
that the press was skeptical about our statements that they were social visits. 1 believe this was 
the call in which Fabiani also expressed the view that the press did not expect a detailed 
explanation until after the election. Bruce reiterated his concern about overstating the significance 
of the meetings. However, no one. including Bruce, disagreed that we needed to provide a fuller 
account of these meetings if press interest persisted. 
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Memorandum to Leon Panecta and Erskine Bowles 
November 25, 1996 
Page 3 


At about this time, Joe Sandler told me that John Huang had refused to tell him 
about one of the subjects that had been discussed in his ^bptember 1995 meeting with the 
President, Bruce and Riady. I asked Bruce if he had any idea what Huang was withholding and 
Bruce told me that they had discussed Huang moving from his post in the Commerce Department 
to a fundraising position at the DNC. 

On October 16, 1996, the LA Times repotted the following: 

One of Clinton's senior advisors, Bruce Lindsey, said he has been present for two 
meetings between Riady and Clinton in the past two years, including one in the last 
few months. 'It was basically a drop-by social visit, ’ Lindsey said of that session. 
He said no issues of U.S. policy were discussed. When asked whether the meeting 
was about fund-raising, he declined further comment. 'I'm not going to tell you 
what the meeting was about,' he said. 

I asked Bruce about the statement and told him , as Fabiani had reported to me, that 
it had created quite a buzz in the press because it suggested we were refusing to provide any more 
information about the meetings. Bruce told me that the LATimes bad confused the quote because 
he had not been referring to the September 1996 meeting, but the September 1995 meeting (at 
which Huang's transfer to the DNC had been discussed). He did not seem to recognize that his 
statement was inconsistent with what I thought was an understanding that we would be more 
forthcoming in describing what occurred at these meetings. 

On returning to Washington after the San Diego debate, I undertook to verify that 
we had identified all of the meetings between Riady and the President. 

As it became clear that issues related to the Riadys and other contnbutors were 
likely to endure well beyond my tenure as well as Fabiani's, I discussed with Harold whether 
others should handle these matters. As the days passed. Fabiani and I were becoming mote 
immersed, which made little sense as Fabiani would be gone in a few weeks (his last day was 
November 15) and he had been distracted by departure planning. I had long planned to leave the 
White House by the end of the year. Harold discussed my concern with Bruce and reported back 
that Bruce had conferred with Jack Quinn and they agreed it was sensible for Fabiani and me to 
withdraw. Mary Ellen Glynn picked up the press function for a few days and sometime in late 
October, 1 briefed Bruce and Cheryl Mills (Associate Counsel) on the information I had collected, 
including what I had been able to verify about the Riady meetings. Since that time, I have been 
largely uninvolved. 

Shortly after the election, Fabiani told me that Jeff Gerth was making inquiries 
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Memorandum to Leon Panetta and Erskine Bowles 
November 25, 1996 
Page 4 


about Bruce's role. He indicated that Gerth was observing similarities between the early 
Whitewater response in which Bruce was involved and the response to inquiries about foreign 
contributors raised in the final weeks of the campaign. 

On November 14, 1 received a call from Steve Labaton of the NYTimes. He said 
he wanted to talk to me about Bruce Lindsey's role in the White House regarding the Riady 
matter. He said he understood I had been concerned that Biuce's description of the Riady 
meetings was misleading and that he had been told that my plans to leave the White House were 
related to my concerns that Bruce was dissembling about the meetings. I agreed to talk to 
Labaton. The discussion was off-the-record. I told Labaton that I had long planned to leave the 
White House and my departure had nothing to do with the Riady matter or any concern that Biuce 
had been untruthful. I told him of Bruce's concern that the significance of these castial meetings 
would be overstated if we described policy matters that had been discussed. I said that I had 
expressed a view that more needed to be said about the meetings because the description of them 
as "social" would not hold up. I told Labaton that as I had learned more about the content of 
these meetings, I took the position that we should explain what had occurred at the meetings and 
not characterize them and that Bruce did not disagree with this. He expressly asked me if I 
believed Bruce had lied and I expressly told him that I did not believe Bruce had lied. 

On Saturday, November 16, Labaton paged me. When I renirned the page, be told 
me that he wanted to read me a statement that Mike McCurty had given to Jeff Gerth and provide 
me an opportunity to respond on-the-record, as he believed Mike's statemern was inconsistent with 
my view of events. The statement he then read indicated that Bruce had fully described the Riady 
meetings to me from the outset and that our initial description of the meetings as social was based 
on that information. Labaton offered to call me back the following day to get my response. 

After speaking to Labaton, 1 called McCurty, with whom 1 had spoken earlier in 
the day about the developing story. 1 expressed dismay to Mike that he would have gone on-the- 
record with a statement about what 1 knew, when I knew it, and what advice 1 gave, without 
checking it with me. He told me he had received his information from Cheryl Mills whom he had 
asked to run down the facts. He said he had assumed that what she had given him had been 
checked with me. It hadn't. 1 told Mike that his statement was incorrect because 1 knew virtually 
nothing about the content of these meetings from Bruce at the time we described them as social 
and that nearly everything 1 had learned from Bruce since then had been as a result of asking him 
to confirm what 1 had learned from other sources. 1 also told Mike that Gerth and Labaton 
already knew his statement was wrong. Mike, who had made it clear from the outset that he was 
determined to get the full story out accurately, was concerned. He said he thought we had no 
choice but for me to go on-the-record with Labaton and correct it. We spoke generally about 
what 1 should say. 
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On Sunday morning, November 17, 1 wrote out a proposed on-the-record statement 
and called Mike and read it to him; ^ 

Bruce described the meetings between the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to regard them as social in namre. As I learned more about these 
meetings from others and confirmed that information with Bruce, Fabiani and I 
told him that we believed the meetings could not be characterized credibly as social 
visits and that we needed to describe them more fully. Bruce feared we would 
overstate their true significance if we described the meetings as more than social 
but agreed that mote needed to be said. At the time we began disengaging, Bruce 
and others anticipated a more rigorous examination of these meetings that would 
enable a fuller explanation to the public. 

Mike suggested that I take out the reference to our belief that the visits could not be characterized 
credibly as social. Otherwise the statement was fine, although Mike said that he thought I was 
making too big a deal out of this and should try to down play it. 

Labaton called back on Monday morning. 1 read him the following: 

Bruce described the meetings between the President and Mr. Riady as social. He 
continues to regard them as social in nature. As I learned more about these 
meetings and confirmed that information with Bruce, Fabiani and I recommended 
that the description of the meetings be elaborated. Bruce feared we would 
overstate their true significance if we described the meetings as more than social 
but agreed that more needed to be said. At the time Mark and I began 
disengaging, Bruce and others anticipated a more rigorous examination of these 
meetings that would enable a fuller explanation to the public. 

In response, Labaton asked why we recommended that the description be elaborated. 1 said it was 
'because 1 felt, as did Mark, that calling them social would subject us to challenges." 
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Letter to the Editor. The New York Times 

On November 19, 1996, The New York Times published an article quoting me regarding the 
White House’s description of two of the visits Mr. James Riady had with the President ''Close 
Aide to Clinton Urged Less Candor Over Indonesia," A1 . You subsequently described my views 
in an editorial on November 20, 1996. "An Instinct to Deceive," A24. 1 am writing personally 
to correct the inaccuracies of both publications. 

The most significant inaccuracy is the suggestion that there was ever any conflict between the 
President’s advisors, or that anyone wanted to "stonewall” about the facts. There was no such 
conflict No one eva suggested stonewalling or being less than forthcoming. No one sought to 
mislead. And no one disagreed about the fiicts as we knew thent 

There thus was never any disagreement within the White House, and certainly none between 
myself and Mr. Lindsey, regarding the imderlying £acts of the two visits Mr. Riady had with the 
President at which Mr. Lindsey was present On both occasions, Mr. Riady dropped by for a 
short visit; on one occasion, his tvife accompanied him as did Mr. Huang and Mr. Giroir, on the 
other visit Mr. Middleton accompanied him I understood that, among other things, they talked 
about friends, families and Arkansas. During the course of one of these visits, they discussed 
Mr. Huang’s desire to work for the Democratic National Committee. During the course of the 
other visit Mr. Riady tqrplauded the President’s year-old C hina policy and encouraged him to 
continue engag in g China- 

Much has been made about how these visits should be characterized. Mr. Lindsey believed, and 
I think he correctly continues to believe, that characterizing these visits as policy discussions 
would be flatly inaccurate. Someone’s co mm ent of support for a policy determined a year earlier 
in the course of conversation dominated by talk of family and friends did not in bis mind, 
constitute a policy discussion. I did not disagree; I was only concerned about bow the press 
would portray these meetings. There were discussions among many people about the proper 
characterization of these two of Mr. Riady’ s visits, not whether to disclose the information. 

More importantly, it is simply wrong to say that Mr. Lindsey overruled me. Indeed, I 
specifically told Mr. Labaton that Mr. Lindsey never did. 

Yet another fundamental inaccuracy is the suggestion that I am leaving the White House or 
withdrew from this matter because I was overruled. As I have made clear, I was not overruled. 
Moreover, this type of discussion, which happens every day, is not even remotely close to the 
kind of issue over which I would resign. I made the decision long ago to return to the private 
sector. Similarly, Mr. Fabiani accepted an offer to work in Los Angeles long before these issues 
arose. In fact, I decided to transfer this matter to another attorney only after it became clear that 
this matter would extend beyond the election and beyond the time frame 1 had in mind for 
leaving the White House. I therefore made the judgment that someone who would be here longer 
than I should handle this matter. 
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Your paper has also impropeiiy attributed a remade to the President He stated in his interview 
with your newspaper that "the only policy issues" that came up, were the ones we’ve identified. 
But be never said that it was incorrect to characterize these visits as social. 

In his press conference and again to your newspaper, the President has indicated how he makes 
policy decisions. In making such decisions, he considers the advice of key advisors, lawmakers, 
academicians, as well as a wide range of other Americans, and then makes the decision he thinks 
is best for America. The China policy that Mr. Riady applauded and encouraged to be continued 
has bixn si^ported by The Wall Street Journal, The Los Angeles Times, and The Washington 
Post. But at bottom, it should be self-evident that Mr. Riady’s comment could not have affected a 
policy that had been in place for more than a year. 

I wanted to make sure that I took this opportunity to clarify any potential misimpressions that 
may have been left in the public’s mind by your newspaper about these matter. 


JL,% 

^ 
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November 25 , 1996 


By Facsimile 

Alan C. Miller 
Staff Writer 
Los Angeles Times 
1875 Eye Street K.W. 

Washington, O.C. 2000S 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Thank you for your questions. Following is a response to your 
written inquiries. Although some of your questions address the 
White House and not OHC activities, we have consulted with the 
White House in preparing this response and have attempted to gather 
the information to answer your questions fully. 

It is our understanding that after Hr. Huang indicated a 
desire to go to the ONC in a September 13, 1995 meeting with the 
President, Mr. Bruce Lindsey met with Mr. John Huang and referred 
him to Mr. Harold Ickes. The President also asked Mr. Ickes to 
follow up with Mr. Huang. Mr. Ickes met with Mr. Huang and 
subsequently spoke to DNC Finance Chairman Marvin Rosen about Mr. 
Huang's desire to work at the DNC. Mr. Ickes then told Mr. Huang 
to call the DNC. Hr. Huang's starting date, salary and title at 
the ONC were negotiated by the Finance Division and Chairman 
Fowler. Neither Mr. Ickes nor Mr. Lindsey, nor anyone else from 
the White House participated in these matters. 

As for Mr. Huang's trip to Taiwan, we have no information that 
the White House was consulted about, was aware of or approved Mr. 
Huang's trip to Taiwan. 

When questions about the DNC's fundraising arose in early 
October, the ONC consulted with the White House, specifically Mr. 
Ickes, Mr. Lindsey and Ms. Jane Sherburne, who assisted by offering 
advice as questions arose, including advising the DNC to .gather 
all of the facts and provide them to press, which ve did. Mr. 
Huang was debriefed by ONC staff so that the DNC could more fully 
respond to media questions. ONC staff met with Mr. Huang for as 
long as necessary to obtain the requisite information. On one 
occasion, Mr. Huang participated in a telephone conversation 
between DNC staff and Bruce Lindsey, the subject of which was the 
preparation of answers to written questions from a newspaper 
reporter . 
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In light of the nunber of reporters who were .seeking to speak 
with Hr. Huang, the issue of Hr. Huang's continued presence at the 
ONC was discussed. The DHC has a long-stanaing policy that staff, 
other than those with press responsibilities, do not talk to the 
press. Hr. Huang indicated that, consistent with that policy, he 
did not wish to speak to the press. The Executive Director told 
Hr. Huang it was not necessary for him to come to the office as 
long as he could work with us by telephone to address the questions 
we needed to discuss with him. To our knowledge, neither Mr. Ickes 
nor anyone else at the White House was involved in this decision. 
Accordingly, we worked with Hr. Huang by telephone until Mr. 
Huang's counsel informed our counsel that all telephone numbers and 
locations we had for Mr. Huang were inoperative and that if we 
needed to contact Mr. Huang, we should do so through his counsel, 
which we did. 

After Judge Lamberth requested that the DNC instruct Mr . 
Huang to report to work at the DNC offices on Monday, Oct 28, 1996, 
our Chairman did so. The ONC staff discussed this matter with Mr. 
Ickes, Hr. Lindsey and Ms. Sherburne. Our counsel contacted Mr. 
Huang's counsel and indicated that this request would be made and 
that the letter from Chairman Fowler would indicate that Mr. Huang 
would be terminated if he did not report to work. He was also told 
that a response would be expected that afternoon. Mr. Huang's 
counsel informed us that Mr. Huang would voluntarily report to work 
if Chairman Fowler so desired. Our letter was then sent, and has 
been made public. Counsel for Mr. Huang then wrote us back 
indicating that Mr. Huang would be in the District of Columbia on 
Monday morning and that counsel would arrange to have service of 
the subpoena completed at or before that time. That letter has 
also been made public. 

The DNC has a longstanding policy of cooperating with all 
regulatory and judicial proceedings. consistent with this policy, 
Mr. Huang testified fully at his deposition, without invoking the 
Fifth Amendment privilege. 

Last week, Chairman Fowler made the decision to let Mr. Huang 
go, along with a number of the other fundraising staff. Ms. 
Thornberry informed Mr. Ickes of this decision on Thursday, 
November 14 at a meeting where she briefed him on the DNC's 
downsizing activities. Mr. Ickes suggested to DNC staff that the 
DNC should do whatever the organization would have normally done, 
regardless of the controversy. Mr. Ickes also briefed Mr. Lindsey 
on this matter. 

Chairman Fowler was aware that substantive discussions were 
being conducted by appropriate DNC staff and his discussion with 
Mr. Huang was brief and strictly personal. Chairman Dodd does not 
have day to day management responsibilities at the DHC. He was 
told that Mr. Huang was responding to inquiries by DNC staff. 
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With respect to what actions officials here regard as 
"mistakes," the DNC's handling of this entire matter was 
addressed by Chairman Fowler at his press conference of November 
12. Also, the ONC is cooperating fully with the FEC, where we have 
referred ourselves, and we have cooperated fully with the press by 
providing answers to guestions as they arise and by announcing 
returned donations prior to their appearing on our FEC report. 

The subject of our pre>general FEC report has been reported 
on extensively and was revisited in Chairman Fowler's press 
conference on November 12. 

With respect to the additional question you gave me over the 
telephone, the issue of how and when our prior vetting process 
broke down has been extensively addressed by our Executive Director 
in the media. To our knowledge, the White House was not aware of 
this situation at the time. 

Please let me know if X can be of further assistance to you. 

Sincerely yours. 


Amy Weiss Tobe 
ONC Press Secretary 
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Qo0 Anselee S^imee 

WASHINGTON BUHeAlJ 


December 16, 1996 

To: Michael D. McCuiiy 

From: Glenn F. Bunting 
Re; Bruce R. Lindsey 

We would like to request an interview with Bruce R. Lindsey to discuss his relationship 
with James T. Riady and John Huang as well as the precise nature of his involvement in 
White House dealings with Mr. Riady, Mr. Huang and the controversy over fbrcign- 
linked contributions. As you and I discussed on Friday, many of diese issues involving 
Mr. Lindsey remain unanswered or unclear. We hope he will consider taking this 
opportunity to set the record stmight on the following questions: 

1 . To what extent was Mr. Lindsey involved in helping Mr Huong land his deputy 
assistant secretary position at the Commerce Department? Why wa.s a December 6. 1993 
memo urging the hiring of Mr. Huang and signed by Philip Lader, dien director of White 
House personnel, addressed to Mr, Lindsey? 

1 . How long has Mr. Lindsey known Mr. Huang? Whal is the nature of their relationship? 
Were tliey acquaintances in Little Rock? 

3 . Mr. Lindsey told the Senate Whitewater Committee that he killed a plan by the Riady 
family to arrange for a group of Arkansans to sec President Clinton during his hip to 
Jakarta in November of 1994. He also told the committee that a meeting between the 
Arkansas group and the President was canceled because Mr. Lindsey thought it was “a 
bad idea”. Our research shows that a group of seven Arkansans went to Jakarta and that 
James Riady, die Arkansans and Lippo oChcials got the visit they sought with the 
President in Jakarta. How does Mr. Lindsey account for the apparent discrepancies? 

4 In response to written questions, DNC officials told the Los Angeles Times that they 
consulted with Mr. Lindsey in early October when questions surfeced about the 
committee s fundraising practices. On one occasion, DNC officials said, Mr. Lindsey 
participated in a telephone conversation between Mr. Huang and DNC staff. What advice 
did Mr. Lindsey give Mr. Huang? 
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5. According lo a front-page story in TTie New York Times, Mr. Lindsey was “the central 
figure” behind the White House decision before the Nov^ber election to withhold major 
details of discyssions between James Riady and President Clinton and to ignore the 
counsel of two White House lawyers to be more fisrtlicoming about the details of those 
discussions. What is Mr. Lindsey’s reaction to the New Yod: Times account? 

6. How long has Mr. Lindsey known the Riady feunily? What is the precise nature of his 
relationship with Mochtar and James Riady? Were they acquaintances in Little Rock? 
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ao«,^sa^a» Qlhttee 

wASHtNorroM surcau 


. December 16, 1996 


To; Micboal D. MeCcoy 
Tiom: OlenA F. Bvuating 
Re: Bruce R. Lia^oy 

We vrauid like to request en mloview e/xdi Bruce £L T ladicy to dbnua bti xelcdonabip 
with Jemat T. Rledy nd JoluiH&ng ae well predM nature orhis mvolve«aons in 

wziits House deaUiigs with Mr. Riedy« Mr. Huang and tite eoDtxovetty War fiuelgA- 
linked cootributlonf. As you and I dijconod on Frtday, ttasy ^Iheie issues Involvlna 
Mr.liada^cmAlftunwtfwQuderuaelaar. Webopehewilloossidattldagtiita 
opportunity to set the record stnigfar en^e following queadonst 

1. To wbat extant was Mr. Lindsey involved in helping Mr. KusncJandfaUdspuiiy 
iassirtsnt secgct ar y po ei tioa at the Commerce Department? Why was a December 6, 1993 
memo urging die hirliig of Mr. Huang and aigxiedfay PMUp Lader, thep direetor of White 
Houae peraomucL eddressod to Mr. Lindsey? 

2. How long has Mr. Lindsey known Mr. Huang? What is the naiute of their xtlatlonship? 
Were they acqumntoncas la Little Rock? 

5 . Mr. Lindsey told the Soosta Whitewater Coiormuoe that ho tilled a pUa by the Rlady 
funily lo arrange Ibr a grovp of Axkaaaaaa to ate Breaideat CUntoo during hii trip to 
JaJrstta in November of 1994. He olao told the comalttoo that a meetuig between the 
Arkansas group and the President was eaneeled beceuee Mr. liodsey thought It was **a 
bad idea” . Our research shows that a group of seven Atkansaos went to Jakatca odthit 
James Riady, the AdegfiSias and Lippo got the vialt ib»y eongfat wftfi the 

Freaidettc in JakaitL How does Mr. Liadsey aiwwior &r tbevpaseai duer^aneiee? 


4. Zb reepoaso to writbea questions. DHC ofRdaJs told Qie LiOS Angeles Tlmea That they 
consulted with Mr. Lmdsey m ^miy October when quenfoas soifaced about the 
committee's fuadxahdae praedees. On one oeeeeion. PNC offidals said, Mr. Lindsey 
participated In a telephone co a v er aadon between Mr. Huang end PNC staiF. Wlaet advice 
did Mr. Lindsey give Mr. Huang? 
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5. AcQordia^to « tait-pafo atory in Tha New York Tlmo, Nfr. Lindsey wm •"fba cmul 
figure** t>d9Lmd die White Hence deeicioe befim fte November election to vrithlioid 
dotallc of dieousaiODS botweoa Jesnes lUady ead PxeeidAt GUatea ndto ignore the 
counsel of two White House lewyen to be am tohoe m lag ebout The deoils of those 
discussions. Whet is Kfr. Liadiey*! teeetion to the New Yozk Times eeoomli? 

6 . How long hcs'Vfr. Lindsey kacwn the Riedy finally? Whet (s the ptneisf nttore of his 
rdsrionship "wifii Moehtar Sod Jsmci Rlody? Were fiwy ecqttfiintsor.ca In Lltde Rock? . 
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December 18, 1996 


Mr. Glenn F. Bunting 
Los Angeles Times 

Dear Mr. Bunting:- 

This is in response to your December 16. 1996 memorandum to Mike McCuny outlining 
a series of questions concerning my relationship with the Riadys and with John Huang. 

You ask when I first met the Riadys and Mr. Huang and the nature of my relationship 
with each of them. I do not believe I met either James Riady or John Huang before the 1 992 
Presidential campaign, although it is possible that I was introduced to James Riady at some point 
while he was associated with Worthen National Bank in Little Rock. We were not 
“acquaintances” if that tenn suggests anything more than perhaps shaking hands. The only time I 
have met Mochtar Riady was in Jakarta during the 1994 APEC meeting. I would describe my 
relationship with James Riady and John Huang as fiiendly but not close. 

As to my roic in Mr. Huang's employment at the Department of Commerce, apparently I 
was briefed by Gary Christophersoo, handled Department of Commerce appointments, on 
John Huang's appointment to be Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asia and the Pacific, 
International Trade Administration, before I left Presidential Personnel in November, 1993. (I do 
not recall the briefing, but a note firom Mr. Chrismpherson indicates that it occurred.) You note 
that the decision memorandum on Mr Huang's sq>pointment was addressed to me but signed by 
Phil Lader. A possible explanadon is that a draft of the memorandum was prepared while I was 
still head of the office, but not finalized until after I left. 

You also ask what advice I gave Mr. Huang during an October, 1996, telephone 
conversation with DNC officials. As you know, when questions were first raised about Mr. 
Huang’s fundraising activities, 1 was consulted about how to respond to press inquiries. During 
the course of my discussion with DNC officials, Mr. Huang entered the DNC office and joined 
the conversation. The only “advice” I gave Mr. Huang was to be factual. 

You reference my testimony before the Senate Whitewater Committee and suggest that 
there are “apparent discrepancies” between that testimony and the fact that there were several 
Arkansans in Jakarta during the APEC meeting and that the President visited with Mochtar and 
James Riady during that trip. To the best of my knowledge, the Arkansans who were in Jakarta 
during the APEC meeting were there because the University of Arkansas School of Medicine 
was announcing some sort of relationship with an Indonesian university. I expressed concern 
about the Riadys inviting a larger group of Arkansans with no specific business reason for being 
there I do not believe 1 ever expressed concern about the President visiting with the Riadys and 
would have expected that such a visit would take place. 

Finally, you ask my reaction to a recent Ncm' York Times article by Jeff Gerth and Steve 
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Labaton. My “reaction” is not publishable. For the record, however, I did not advise anyone to 
“withhold major details” of the discussions bet^^wn James Riady and the President or to “ignore 
the counsel of two White House lawyers to be more forthcoming.” I indicated both internally 
and to the Los Angeles Times that, in my opinion, the two meetings between James Riady and the 
President that I attended were social, not poH^-related. 1 still believe that. 

I hope thisinfonnation is helpful. 


Cordially yours, 



Bruce R. Lindsey 


BRL:1 
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Qofi Auselee S(imee 

WASHINGTON BUREAU 


December 19, 1996 

To: Lanny A- Davb 

From: Clam F. Bunting 

Re: Bruce R. Lindsey fbllow-up 


While we remain very much interested in interviewing Mr. Lindsey, we are submitting 
additionel questions in response to the written answers that you sent last evening. As you 
are aware, last weekend we held an article examining the AdministxetioD’s handling of 
the tbreign money controversy pending rci^nses from Mr. Lindsey. We would 
appreciate receiving responses to these detailed questions for Mr. Lindsey by S p.m. 
tomon'ow, December 20. If this deadline posts a problem, please call me at 861'9296. 
Thanks again for your cooperadoa. 


Regarding John Huang’s eaqiloyment at die Commerce Dqiaitment: 

—You told die Senate Whitewater Comminee tbtf you had a conversation with Mr. 
Huang about his interest in joining the Administration. Did you ever discuss this matter 
with James Riady? If so, please describe. 

-is it also possible that (he decision meoiorandum was sent to you a month after you 
left Presideniial Personnel because you had an interest in Mr. Huang's appointment? 

-Who were Mr. Huang's primary sponsors or supporters for placing him in d^e 
Administration? Were you among them? 

-Why was Mr. Huang hired for his CommCTce job in January, 1 994 but did not start 
until July of that year? ' 


Regarding your Senate Whitewater Committee testimony on the Rjadys' APEC trip: 

<-You testified: “[The Riadys] were going to fly these Arkansans to Indonesia to be 
there- They thought that was a nice gesture, dial the President would like to sec 
Arkansans while he was over there. I told them 1 thought it was a bad idea, that I didn’t 
think if they did it that I would recommend to the President that he see the Aikansaos 
while he was there, and in the end they did not do it” In fact, we have learned that the 
Riadys arranged for a group of nine Arkansans to stay at the same bote! as the President 
and provided them with a fleet of limousines to escort them around Jakarta during the 
1 994 APEC meeting. In addition, the group did meet with the President at the hotel for 
about 30 minutes. While we understand that fewer Arkansans traveled to Indonesia than 
the Riadys’ had initially planned, they nevertheless brought a group to Jakarta and 
succeeded in meeting with the President. Doesn’t this contradict your testimony? 
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Page Two. 

Regarding the nature of discussions between the President and James Riady: 

-‘You “still believe” that the two meetings you attended **wcre social, not policy- 
related". Two White House lawyers maintain that the Piesideat’s meetings with Mr. 
Riady were hot entirely social, that subsonhve policy issues dealing with Indonesia and 
China— in addition to Mr. Huang*s proposed transfer from Commerce to the ONC— were 
discussed, and that the White House should have been more forthcoming prior to the 
election in describing details of diose mcetii^. Wc also are told that you cautioned the 
two lawyers about providing a more complete descriptioD of the meetings. Thus, no one 
at the White House disclosed before the clecdoD that Mr. Riady had raised Indonesia or 
China vdth the President; you declined to provide a detailed eqilanalion in an Oct 1 5 
phone call with the Los Angeles limes, and the information wasn’t made available until 
die President granted an interview with The New York Times on Nov. IS— 10 days after 
the election. 

—Please describe in specific detail any discussi<ms you bad with the President, die two 
White House lawyers and any other Administration officials about how to portray the 
Clinton-Riady meetings before the election. 

Regarding the Administration’s handling of the foreign money story: 

—You were involved in shaping the Administration's ieq>onses to questions about 
White House ties to the Riadys, Mr. Huang and foreign-linked donations to the DNC. 
Thus, you began participating in the White House handling of sessxtive political issues 
along with a special unit led by Jane Sherburne that was created ^ecifically to separate 
you and others who were involved in the Whitewater ai&ir. Who decided that you should 
play a more active role in so-called ensis mani^ement at the White House? 

—You aLso participated in discussions between White House and DNC officials about 
bow to respond to press inquiries on the foreign money story, how to specifically answer 
written questions regarding Mr. Huang from the Wall Street Journal, how lo react to a 
federal judge's order to instruct Mi. Huang to r^iort to work at the DNC, as well as the 
dccisOQ to let Mr. Huang go. What specific pennons were you advocating in these 
discussions with DNC officials? 

-Did you participate in any discussions with ^ Presidcat about how the White 
House should handle the foreign money stoiy before die election? 

-Were you aware before the election that fric President’s legal defense fund in June 
had returned or rejected more than $639,000 to Charles Yah Lin Trie? Did you participate 
in any discussions concerning whether to disclose the returned money before the 
election? If so, please describe. 

—Did you discuss with the President. Administratioo officials or Commerce 
Department officials bow die Commerce Department should respond to media requests 
and congressional inquiries seeking information about Mr. Huang’s employmcni ai 
Commerce? If so, please describe. 
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December 20, 1996 


Mr. Glenn F. Bunting 
Los Angeles Times 

Dear Mr. Bunting: 

This is in further respottse to your questions concerning my relationship with the Riadys 
and with John Huang. 

I do not recall speaking with either James Riady or John Huang about Mr. Huang’s 
interest in joining the Administratian, although it is possible I spoke to either or both. I misspoke 
when I indicated to the Senate Whitewater Committee that I had a “conversation with Mr. Huang 
about his interest in joining the Administration.” If you read my testimony in context, it is clear 
that my reference was to my conversation with Mr. Huang about joining the ONC, not the 
Department of Commerce. Your suggestion that the Huang decision memorandum may have 
been addressed to me because I “had an interest in Mr. Huang’s appointment” ignores the timing 
of the decision memorandum and frankly makes no sense. If that were the case, it would make 
sense that I would have also “signed off’ on the memorandum which, as you know, I did not I 
do not know who Mr. Huang’s primary sponsors or supporters were. 1 would not consider 
myself one of them, although I certainly did support his appointment once advised of his interest. 
1 also do not know wdiy Mr. Huang was “hired” in January, 1994, but did not start until July, 

1994, if, in fact, that is the case. 

With regard to your question about my Senate Whitewater Committee testimony on the 
Riadys’ interest in inviting a large group of Arkansans to Jakarta during the APEC meeting, my 
December 18, 1996 letter explains my role and is, in my opinion, consistent with my Senate 
testimony. I would have considered it both presumptuous and inappropriate to have told 
Arkansans who had a legitimate business-related reason for being in Jakarta not to come. 

With respect to James Riady’s meetings with President C^linton, 1 would be amazed if you 
have a knowledgeable source that says 1 “cautioned” anyone about how to describe the meetings, 
if by the use of that word you mean to imply some sort of coercion. I did not In our discussions, 
none of which were with the President, I expressed my opinion that to describe the two meetings 
1 attended as policy-related would be mischaracterizing those meetings. .Mr. Riady’s expression 
of support for a year-old trade policy and his hope that the President would continue to engage 
the Chinese leadership as he rose to leave an otherwise personal visit does not, in my opinion, 
convert the visit into a policy discussion. You also indicate that Mr. Riady “raised Indonesia . . . 
with the President.” I assume you are referring to whether Mr. Riady encouraged President 
Clinton to see President Suharto during the June, 1993 G-7 meeting. As the President stated to 
the New York Times, he does not recall whether Mr. Riady raised that issue with him, but “think 
he must have ... if I saw him, because there were a lot of people who were saying that, you 
know.” Regardless as to whether Mr. Riady did or didn’t, I certainly could not have expressed an 
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opinion as to how that discussion should be characterized since I was not present at that meeting 
or aware of what transpired. 

You ask about discussions I had with the President, White House officials, the DNC, the 
Presidential Legal Expense Trust and the Department of Commerce. 1 have had no discussions 
with the Department of Commerce about how it should respond to either media or Congressional 
inquiries. With respect to my discussions with the President, White House officials, the DNC, 
and the Presidential Legal Expense Trust, one of die non-Washington concepts I brought with me 
to Washington is that conversations with or on behalf of my clients should be confidential. If 
you assume fiom my unwillingness to breach those confidences that disclosure of what was said 
would be harmful, your assumption would be incorrect For the record, your statement 
concerning the genesis of die Whitewater “special unit” is simply incorrect Ms. Sherburne, Mr. 
Fabiani and the other lawyers assigned to the Whitewater “unif ’ were assigned to woric on that 
matter so that others in the White House, in particular those in the Counsel and Press offices, 
could concentrate on other duties. 



ially yours. 


I Bruce R. Lindsey ' 


P.S.: I have responded to your two sets of questions because I believe that Sara Fritz* reporting 
on Whitewater, for the most pan, has been fair. I hope that doesn’t hurt her standing with your 
newspaper. 

BRL:1 
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[The deposition of C. Douglas Buford, Jr., follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF; C. DOUGLAS BUFORD, JR. 

Thursday, October 23, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 10:05 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Kristi Rem- 
in^n. Investigative Counsel; Michelle White, Investigative Counsel; and Michael 
J. Raphael, Minority Counsel. 

For MR. BUFORD: 

JACK T. LASSITER, ESQ. 

Hatfield & Lassiter 

401 West Capitol, Suite 502 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Ms. Remington. Good morning, Mr. Buford. On behalf of the members of the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, we appreciate you appearing here 
today. 

This proceeding is known as a deposition. The person transcribing this proceeding 
is a House reporter and notary public. I would now request that the reporter place 
you under oam, 

THEREUPON, C. DOUGLAS BUFORD, JR., a witness, was called for examination 

by Counsel, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified 

as follows. 

Ms. Remington. I would like to note for the record those who are present at the 
be^nning of this deposition. My name is Kristi Remington, and I am the desimated 
Majority counsel for the committee during this deposition. I am accompanied today 
by Michelle White, who is also wdth Majority staff; and Michael Raphael is the des- 
ignated Minority counsel for the committee. Today, the deponent is represented by 
Mr. Jack Lassiter. 

You have been placed under oath today, and your testimony has the same force 
and effect as if you were testifying before the committee or in any courtroom. 

If I ask you anout any conversations you have had in the past and you are unable 
to recall the exact words used in the conversation, please state that you are unable 
to recall the exact words and then give me any gist or substance of the conversation 
which you remember. 

If I ask you whether you have any information upon a particular subject and you 
have overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding it or have seen 
correspondence or documentation regarmng it, please tell me that you do have such 
information, and indicate the source, either a conversation or documentation or oth- 
erwise, from which you have derived such knowledge. 

Before we begin the questioning, I want to give you some background about the 
investigation and your appearance here. 

Pursuant to its authority under House Rules X and XI, the committee is engaged 
in a wide-ranging review of possible political fund-raising improprieties and possible 
violations of law. 

Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139 summarize the investigation as of 
June 19, 1997. It encompasses any new matters which arise directly or indirectly 
in the course of the investigation. Aiges 4 through 11 of the report explain the back- 
ground of the investigation. 

All questions related either directly or indirectly to these issues or questions 
which nave a tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less 
probable than it would be without the evidence are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167, which passed the full House on June 20, 1997. 

The committee rule 20, of which your attorney should have received a copy, out- 
lines the ground rules for the deposition. Majority and Minority committee counsels 
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will ask you questions regarding the subject matter of the investigation. Minority 
counsel will ask questions after Majority counsel has finished. After Minority coun- 
sel has completed questioning you, a new round of questioning may begin. 

Members of Congress who wish to ask questions will be afforded an immediate 
opportunity to ask their questions. When they are finished, committee counsel will 
resume questioning. 

Pursuant to the committees rules, you are aUowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of your rights. Any objection raised during the course of the deposition 
shall be stated for the record. 

If the witness is instructed not to answer a question or otherwise refuses to an- 
swer a question. Majority and Minority counsel will confer to determine whether the 
objection is proper. If Majority and Minority counsels agree that a cjuestion is prop- 
er, the witness will be asked to answer the question. If an objection is not witn- 
drawn, the chairman or a member designated by the chairman may decide whether 
the objection is proper. 

This deposition is considered as taken in executive session of the committee, 
which means that it would not be made public without the consent of the committee, 
pursuant to clause 2(kX7) of House Rule XI. You are asked to abide by the rules 
of the House and not discuss with anyone other than your attorney this deposition 
and the issues and questions raised during the proceeding. 

Mr. Lassiter. Is that a requirement? 

Ms. Remington. We just ask you to abide by the rules. 

Mr. Lassiter Okay. 

Ms. Remington. Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed 
and you have been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit sug- 
gested changes to the chairman. TTie transcript will be available for your review at 
the committee office, but because you live out of town, with the consent of Minority, 
we have been sending the transcripts out. If you would just sign a form stating that 
you would agree to keep it confidential. 

The committee staff may make any typographical and technical changes requested 
by you. Substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amendments to the 
deposition transcript submitW by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting 
the changes and a statement of your reasons for such changes. Any substantive 
changes or modifications to the transcript will be included as an appendix, condi- 
tioned upon your signing the transcript. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON 

Question. Do you understand everything we have gone over so far? 

Answer. I think so. 

Question. Are you here voluntarily today or as a result of a subpoena? 

Answer. Voluntarily. 

Ms. Remington. Did you want to make any statement before I go into the ques- 
tioning 

Mr. Raphael. No. I have no statement. 

Ms. Remington. I had discussed with Mr. Lassiter earlier that there may be some 
attorney-client privilege olnections waived, and I think we are going to take that on 
a case-by-case basis, and I would ask that the reporter just note m the transcript 
any time an objection is raised. 

Mr. Raphael. Let me ask, since I was not party to the discussion, the discussion 
was just that there may be attorney-client objections made? 

Mr. Lassiter. I anticipate there will be. I think in the areas that you described 
to me that you want to inquire into, I anticipate that is probably going to happen. 

Mr. Raphael. I understand. 

examination by ms. remington: 

Question. Can you please state your full name and spell it for the record? 

Answer. C, period, Douglas, D-O-U-G-L-A-S, Buford, B-U-F-O-R-D, Junior. 

Question. And what is your current work address? 

Answer. [Redacted]. 

Question. How long have you been at that address? 

Answer. 24 years. 

Question. Do you have a work telephone number? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what is that number? 

Answer. [Redacted]. 

Question. Is that a general firm number, or is that your direct? 

Answer. Direct. 
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Question. What is the general firm number? 

Answer. [Redacted], 

Question. And we have been asking witnesses if they could provide off the record 
their home telephone number and home addresses. Some people don’t like to put 
it on the record because the transcript may be made pubhc. 

Answer. Sure, I don’t care. 

Question. Have you discussed this deposition with anyone other than your attor- 
ney? 

Answer. No. My wife; I mean, she knows where I am. 

Question. Have you been provided any instructions relating to this deposition, be- 
sides by your attorney? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you review any documents in preparation for this deposition? 

Answer. Oh, not really. 

Question. Other than your own? 

Answer. No, no. 

Question. Would you please briefly describe your employment histoiy, from college 
forward? 

Answer. Okay. I graduated from the University of Arkansas Law School in ’73; 
I went to work for Wright, Lindsey & Jennings; and I have been there for 24 or 
25 years. 

Question. Do you know James Riady? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 

Question. How do you know James Riady? 

Answer. I first met him in the mid-eighties, when he was a resident in Little 
Rock. 

Question. And do you recall the circumstances under which you met him? 

Answer. He was an officer in the Worthen Bank, and that is the building that 
our law offices are located in, and my law firm has represented that bank for years. 

Question. Could you briefly describe what your relationship is with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. Well, he is 

Mr. Lassiter. Counsel, do you mean presently? 

Ms. Remington. At this time. 

The Witness. Okay. He is an officer of a client of our law firm, and, you know, 
I had a relationship with him for all these years. 

examination by ms. remington: 

Question. Do you have a personal relationship as well as a business relationship? 

Answer. You know, I think all my clients are my friends. 

Question. Do you speak with Mr. Riady outside of business discussions? 

Answer. Not recently. 

Question. Were you ever personally employed by Mr. Riady, not through your law 
firm? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Does your law firm represent the Lippo Group? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. For how long has your law firm represented the Lippo Group? 

Answer. 1 believe it would be 4 or 5 years, something like that. 

Question. Since 1992 or 1993? 

Answer. Somewhere around in there. Now there could be representation earlier 
than that. I mean, I didn’t check the record, but it would have been — from sometime 
in ’84, through ’97, there would have been periods of time through there. 

Question. And when did you actually become involved in representing the Lippo 
Group? 

Answer. I am not sure whether or not there was some representation, ’84, ’85, ’86; 
we were representing the bank at the time. But ’93, probably about in there some- 
time. 

Mr. Raphael. When you say the bank, you mean Worthen Bank? 

The Witness. I’m sorry, Worthen Bank. 

examination by ms. remington; 

Question. Do you know an individual named John Huang? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And when did you meet John Huang? 

Answer. Probably in around ’84, ’85, when he was a resident in Little Rock. 

Question. What were the circumstances under which you met Mr. Huang? 
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Answer. He was an employee of the bank — Worthen Bank, sorry. Now, he was in- 
volved in the bank — I am not real smre, because there were a number of subsidiaries 
in the bank at that time, and 1 don’t mean literally. There was a holding company 
and a bank and a number of subsidiaries. I am not sur^ which entity he actually 
got a paycheck from, but he was in the bank building associated with &e bank, and 
that is where I first ran into him. 

Question. And have you been in contact with Mr. Huang since 1992? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what type of relationship have you had with Mr. Huang since 
1992? 

Answer. He was an employee of Lippo Group, and I communicated with him in 
relationship to our representation. And, you know, some, I guess, social occasions. 
I mean, I would have had lunch with him, or if he were in Little Rock or I were 
in Washington and he were in Washington. 

Question. Between the period of 1992 and 1995, did Mr. Huang travel to Little 
Rock often? 

Answer. I don’t know. I mean, he could have come and not necessarily had busi- 
ness with me. I mean, he had other business in Litfie Rock, so I saw him some, 
but I have no idea — mean, he could weU have come without me knowing, but I 
wouldn’t consider it frequent. The only times he came were the times I saw him; 
I wouldn’t characterize it as frequent. 

Question. Would you characterize how often you saw him during that period, 1992 
through late 1994? 

Answer. I mean, it would be a guess. I couldn’t even say it was once a month. 
I mean, it would be hard to recall. Not regularly, by any means. 

Question. Would you typically see Mr. Huang on Lippo Group business? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Let me go back to 1992. Were you aware of any political contributions 
made by James Riady during the 1992 Presidential campaign? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did you ever discuss political contributions with Mr. Riady in that 1992 
time period? 

Answer. His contributions? 

Question. Any general discussions about political contributions? 

Answer. No, I don’t think so. 

Question. And in 1992, was your relationship with Mr. Riady any different? Was 
it basically a business relationship? 

Answer. Well, I think my recollection is that the firm was employed in ’93. So 
in ’92, I don’t recall much relationship at all, other than bumping into him, you 
know, at, you know, if he was on a — ^you know, I worked in the campaign, everybody 
worked on the campaign, so other than just biimping into him, we had no — I Imew 
him, but I am pretty sure we had no firm relationship at that point. 

Mr. Lassiter. I would like to make sure the witness understood the question you 
asked about two questions back. You asked him if he discussed any political con- 
tributions with Mr. Riady, and I took that to mean any source. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. No; I’m sorry, any political — ^actually, my question was, did you discuss 
political contributions in general? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Contributing one way or another. 

Answer. No, not that I recall. 

Mr. Lassiter. Thank you. I just wanted to make sure he understood that. 

The Witness. Thank you. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. And you mentioned that you worked for the campaign in 1992? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Would that be Clinton/Gore campaign? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What did you do? 

Answer. I was just a volunteer. I served on an Arkansas finance council. 

Question. Did you know Mr. Mark Middleton? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And what was his position at that time on the campaign? 



1107 


Answer. You know, he had something to do, I think, with fund-raising. He orga- 
nized our council meetii^s, our finance counc^ meetings, and I am not sure what 
other financial responsibiBty he had. 

Question. What exactly did the finance council do? 

Answer. Raised money in Arkansas, had a fund-raiser one time. 

Question. During the 1992 campaign, I realize you were just a volunteer. Could 
you characterize how often you would see Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. I think the major fund-raiser was in December of ’91, and we met, 1 be- 
lieve, on a Tuesday morning weekly for probably 4 or 5 weeks, prior to that, is really 
about the only recollection I have, and it was probably 20 people, and we would 
meet and just, you know, go over calls and cards and organization and that kind 
of thing. He was just in attendance at the meeting. 

Question. Was Mr. Riady involved with the 1992 campaign? 

Answer. No. You mean with the fund-raiser 1 was involved in? 


Question. You mentioned you saw him around Arkansas? 

Answer. 1 have no idea. 

Question. Was Mr. Huai^; involved in the 1992 campaign? 

Answer. My imderstanding is, they supported the President and were active in 
the campaign in some capacity. I don’t have any idea what it was. 

Question. Okay. And just to clarify, 1 had asked about Mr. Huang, and you said 
“they.” Who were you referring to? 

Answer. You just asked me, 1 thought, about Huang and Riady. 

Question. Right. 


Answer. Okay. Huang, I think — 1 mean, I know, just from reading the paper, and 
general information, that he raised money in the Asian community or something in 
^2, but I was not involved in that, had no communication with him about that, and 


wasn’t involved in any way. 

Mr. Raphael. Just to be clear, I think Ms. Remington is asking you for yoim first- 
hand knowledge in 1992, 1 believe. 


Ms. Remington. Let me explain. 

Mr. Raphael. If your knowledge comes from reading the papers after that, you 
might want to say your knowledge comes from that source. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. I don’t want anji information you have read in the newspaper, obviously, 
but if you do have informaUon from talking to other people which womdn’t be char- 
acterized as firsthand information, I would like that as well, and you can let me 
know where you have the information from. 

Mr. Lassiter. Make sure you try to distinguish the difference of yoiu- somce. 

The Witness. I have no direct knowledge of them being involved in a campaign 
in ’92. The secondhand knowledge that I have is from seeing them at some cam- 
paign event, and I can’t even recall when or where. 


examination by MS. REMINGTON; 

Question. And, again, that is Mr. Huang and Mr. Riady? 

Answer. Mr. Huang. 

Question. You had earlier mentioned Mr. Huang being involved in Asian Amer- 
ican fund-raising. Is your only knowledge of that from newspaper soiurces? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know President Clinton? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When did you meet President Clinton? 

Answer. I think the first time I met him was in ’73, when we took the bar to- 
gether. 

Question. Did you have any contact with President Clinton while he was the Gov- 
ernor of Arkansas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what t 3 T)es of contact did you have with then Governor Clinton? 

Answer. I knew him socially. We jogged together long before it was in the vogue. 
Let’s see, I — ^you know, I would assist mm on occasion with matters, you know, on 
a voluntary basis; you know, different matters that were pending in Arkansas, you 
know. 

Question. Legal matters? 

Answer. No, not really. I mean, you know, sometimes legal matters, sometimes 
not; but they were — ^you know. Grand Gulf was a huge problem. It was a nuclear 
plant that was being built, and that was an issue that I worked on. My background 
is business, corporate securities, and so I would — ^you know, if matters involved the 
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business community, we would often talk about those. And he was my law partner 
for 2 years. 

Question. How often, if at all, have you been in contact with President Clinton 
since the election? 

Answer. Which election? 

Question. The 1992 election. 

Answer. Okay. I am learning. 

After ’92, 1 was, you know, all of the — I think all of my contact with him has been 
casual, social, you know, bumping into him. 1 have run with him several times out 
of the White House. If I am up nere on business, I may call. I used to call and, 
you know, go by the White House, you know, 5:30 or 6:00, you know, in the after- 
noon or something and visit. There used to be a lot of Arkansans there. There still 
are some. 

But I don’t think I have ever called on him in an official capacity. I may have 
been on the schedule in the morning for running or something lite that, but I don’t 
remember, you know, calling for an appointment and coming in, you know, on a reg- 
ular scheduled visit. 

Question. Did you do any work on the 1996 Clinton/Gore campaign? 

Answer. Same thing. 

Question. Limited to Arkansas? 

Answer. Yes. Same counsel, same people. 

Question. Let me go back to Mr. Huang. How often were you in contact with Mr. 
Huang from the period after the Presidential election until he began working at the 
Commerce Department, that happened in July, 1994? 

Answer. Duiing that period of time, he was an employee of the Lippo Group, and 
if I — I guess my contacts with him during that period of lime would have involved, 
you know, confidential conversations relating to my work and his employment. 

Question. I just want to know, would you talk to him or speak to him on a regular 
basis during that period? 

Answer. I mean, if it is all — the majority of it was work, so do you want to know 
about the work-related phone calls or the non-work-related phone calls? 

Question. I just generally want to know how often you would speak to him within 
that time period, both, including both. 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Could you characterize it as once a month or more than once a month? 

Answer. The time frame is what? 

Question. Right after the Presidential election. 

Answer. ’92? 

Question. Through July 1994, when he began to work at the Commerce Depart- 
ment. 

Answer. Generally, my work is transaction related, so there are times when, in 
representing clients, if tnere were activity going on, that I may talk a lot, and other 
times there were — you know, there would be l5ls where I wouldn’t talk at all. And 
I would generedly characterize that as true with all my clients. 

Question. Were you in contact with Mr. Huang socially during that same time pe- 
riod I described, from after the election until he went to work at the Commerce De- 
partment, in July 1994? 

Answer. I would imagine, if we were in the same place — I mean, if he were in 
Little Rock or I were in Washington and we knew we were here, I may invite him 
to limch or he may have dinner with me. It was rare. I mean, I would say it was, 
you know, probably less than 10 times, but it probably occurred. 

Question. After the 1992 President!^ election, and before Mr. Huang’s s appoint- 
ment to the Commerce Department in Jidy of 1994, were you aware that Mr. Huang 
was seeking a Presidential appointment? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how did you become aware that he was seeking a Presidential ap- 
pointment? 

Answer. I think he told me. 

Question. Do you recall what he told you? 

Answer. I just recall that he asked me if I thought it was, you know, something 
he ought to do, and did I think he woiild be good and could serve the President and 
the administration, and I told him I thought he could. 

Question. Did he tell you where he wanted to work? 

Answer. No. I mean, I eventually leeuned he was at the Commerce — ^you know, 
was going to work at Commerce, but I don’t recall where I learned that from. 

Question. When did you become aware that Mr. Huang was seeking a Presidential 
appointment? 

Answer. I wouldn’t have any idea. Before he got the job in Commerce. 
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Question. Was Mr. Huang looking into Presidential appointments at other agen- 
cies, such as the State Department? 

Answer. I am not even sxme of the job he got at Commerce is a Presidential ap- 
pointment. 

Question. It is. It is unconfirmed; it is not a Senate confirmed appointment. 

Answer. But, I mean, I can characterize that he was looking for a job up here, 
in the administration, or working either in some sort of area related to his back- 
ground or in a poUtical area — those two options. 

Question. Did he tell you why he wanted to switch jobs from the Lippo Group to 
a government-related job? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I mean, I thought he wanted — he believed in the President, 
worked hard for him, was exciteid about the opportunity to involve Asian Americans, 
and he thought that his relationship with the President and his contacts in the 
Asian community could serve both w^. 

Question. What was your understanding at that time of Mr. Huang’s relationship 
with the President? 

Answer. He just knew him, you know, worked in the campaign, in ’92. 

Question. Do you know when Mr. Huang met the President? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you discuss with anyone in that period, between the 1992 Presi- 
dential election in July, 1994, when Mr. Huang took his position at the Department 
of Commerce — did you discuss the fact that h&. Huang was seeking a Presidential 
appointment with anyone? 

Answer. I think at some point Bruce Lindsey and I had a conversation about it. 

Question. And what was discussed? 

Answer. The fact that he was looking for — or that he was interested in working 
in the administration in some capacity. 

Question. Do you recall if Mr. Lindsey contacted you specifically about that or if 
you contacted Mr. Lindsey specifically about Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. It just came up within a conversation? 

Answer. A conversation. 

Question. Do you recall if you mentioned it to Mr. Lindsey or whether Mr. Lindsey 
asked you about it diuing that other conversation? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And you mentioned Bruce Lindsey. How do you know Bruce Lindsey? 

Answer. He was a member of my law firm for, intermittently, 20 years, and ne 
is a friend of mine. 

Question. So you both have a personal and former professional relationship? 

Answer. Yes. He has been in and out of the law firm since the mid-seventies. 

Question. And how often are you in contact with Mr. Lindsey? 

Answer, It depends on whether he returns my phone calls. Now I mean, it is the 
same as my work; I mean, there are times when we may talk once a week, a couple 
of times a week; there are other times when, you know, we may go a month without 
talking. But he has always had excellent assistants, and, more times than not, my 
communication would be to his assistant — ^you know, “I am coming to Washington; 
if you want to eat dinner, let me know.” I may never hear or I may hear. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with — I’m sorry; diuing the same time period, ’92 
to ’94, did you ever discuss with James Riady the fact that John Huang was seeking 
a Presidential appointment? 

Mr. Lassiter. Is that a privileged conversation? 

The Witness. I didn’t. I didn’t. Not that I recall. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. And did you ever contact anyone in the administration on Mr. Huang’s 
behalf? 

And let me clarify that. Just for the record, after the election and between July 
1994, that same time frame, did you ever contact anyone in the administration on 
Mr. Huang’s behalf? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of James Riady seeking a Presidential ap- 
pointment in that same time firame? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever met any other members of the Riady family? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Which members have you met? 

Answer. I have met his father. 
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Question. Is that Mochtri Riadjr? 

Answer. Mochtar. I have met his wife. 

Question. Eileen? 

Answer. Eileen. His three children. 

Question. Caroline? 

Answer. Henry and — am drawing a blank; there is a third. I met others as well. 
But not that 1 recall. 

Question. Did you meet the other members of the Riady family while they were 
traveling in the United States? 

Answer. Some of those I met in Little Rock, way back to ’84 and ’85. 

Question. And where have you met others? 

Answer. 1 don’t recall. 1 mean, all of them have been to Little Rock. 

Question. Have srou traveled to Jakarta? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Was that on Lippo business or? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Document Bates numbered HHH 4569 is Exhibit 1, and Exhibit 1 is a 
July 22, 1993, letter from James Riady to John Huang. And I will let you look over 
that. 

Answer. Yes. 

[Buford Deposition Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at end of the depo- 
sition.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON; 

Question. I would direct your attention to paragraph 3, and your name is men- 
tioned where it says, “I have received Doug Buford’ . 

Do you know what this paragraph refers to? Were you traveling over to Jakarta 
in that time frame? 

Answer. Sometime. I don’t remember this date, but, yes, I was in Jakarta in that 
time frame. 

Question. Was Mr. Huang there as well? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And was this a business trip? 

Answer. Yes, it was in connection with our representation. 

Question. And in paragraph 2 of the Exhibit 1, it says, “Please call me when you 
have time to talk about Grobmyer. Or, let me know where you can be contact^.” 

Do you know Mark Grobmyer? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how do you know Mr. Grobmyer? 

Answer. He is an attorney in Little Rock. 

Question. Are you aware of him having any business with the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. I mean, I have seen him with them before, but I don’t have any per- 
sonal knowledge of what his relationship is with them. 

Question. Have you ever discussed Mr. Grobmyer with James Riady? 

Answer. I don’t think I have. I mean, there may have been some causal comment 
about, Mark was here or Mark was there or something, but nothing of substance. 

Question. Were you aware of any business Mr. Grobmyer was conducting with the 
Lippo Group or Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. As I mentioned before, Mr. Huang started working at the Commerce De- 
parbnent in July of 1994. Were you in contact with Mr. Huang while he was em- 
ployed by the Commerce Department from July of 1994 through December of 1995? 

Answer. Probably. 

Question. What type of contacts would you have with Mr. Huang? I am looking 
for business contacts or personal contacts. 

Answer. It would not^ve been business. Social — you know, coming to Washing- 
ton; How are you doing? How do you like your job? Do you want to go to dinner? 
Do you want to go to lunch? He may have called me about similar things. 

Question. How often do you travel to Washington, generally? 

Answer. My practice varies. You know, there are times when I can be here, you 
know, two or three times a month, and there are times when I go a month or so 
without coming. 

Question. I had asked you earlier to generally describe your relationship with Mr. 
Huang. Was there any change in yoim relationship while Mr. Huang — what your de- 
scription of your relationship with Mr. Huang was — let me start over. 
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Could you generally describe your relationship with Mr. Huang while he was 
working at the Commerce Department? 

Answer. Friend. 

Question. Did you attend the 1993 APEC conference in Seattle? And APEC is 
Asian Pacific Economic Conference. 

Answer. Yes. Yes, I did. 

Question. Were you part of any Arkansas delegation which attended the APEC 
conference? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And could you generally describe what the Arkansas delegation was? 

Answer. It was a group of businessmen, and I think it was led by the Governor. 
And beyond that, I don’t know how to characterize it. 

Question. What was the purpose of the delegation? 

Answer. To try to explore trade opportunities and business opportunities for Ar- 
kansas. 

Question. Did you participate in organizing the delegation? 

Answer. Oh, I had no responsibility. I mean, I may have been aware of different 
events and all, but not really. I mean, as far as ma&ng arrangement for rooms or 
meetings or anything like that, no, but I was generally aware of what we were 
doing, you know, where we were supposed to go, who was going, that stuff, but I 
was certainly not in charge. 

Question. Who invited you to attend as part of the delegation? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I think it was the Governor. 

Question. And during the APEC summit, was there a signing of a sister state rela- 
tionship between Arkansas and Jakarta, or Indonesia? 

Answer. It seemed like it was a city deal. I don’t recall. I mean, I don’t even re- 
member it. If the mayor was with us or not, I don’t recall. I mean, I have some 
vague recollection of that, but I don’t remember what it was. I didn’t participate in 
it. 

Question. Was Mr. Riady involved in organizing the Arkansas delegation for the 
APEC conference? 

Answer. Not through me. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of what his involvement was? 

Answer. Well, there were a group of Indonesians that came to Little Rock, 
Asian — Indonesian businessmen that came to Little Rock, and then they, too, at- 
tended the conference with the Arkansas delegation. And that may have been that 
sister — that may have been what it was. I recall attending a reception at the Gov- 
ernor’s mansion the day before we left, and the Indonesians were there. 

Question. You said that he did not organize that through you. Do you know who 
assisted him in organizing that? 

Answer. My recollection is, the Governor’s office made those arrangements with — 
so if he were involved, I would assume it was from the Governor’s office. 

Question. When you attended the APEC conference, would that have been in yoim 
capacity as a businessman in Arkansas or Little Rock? 

Answer. At the time, I was in line for the presidency of the chamber, so it, you 
know — I mean, I had a lot of capacities. I am not sure how — why the Governor 
picked me or who invited me or what criteria. It could have been because of my 
chamber activity. 

Question. What types of activities at the APEC conference was the Arkansas dele- 
gation involved in? 

Answer. Well, I don’t know. I didn’t have any individual meetings with anybody 
or — ^but I am sure there were others that did. I mean, I just attended a reception 
that I think our delegation hosted, and the official functions. I mean, I didn’t have 
any — ^personally have any meetings, but I am sure others did. 

Question. Did the President attend that reception? 

Answer. Yes, he did. 

Question. Did you see Mr. Riady during the APEC conference? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall whether Mr. Riady met with the President during that 
conference? 

Answer. There was — ^the President came to the reception, and there was a room 
about this size, and there was probably 70 or 80, 100 people in the room. They were 
in the room at the same time. Other than that, I don’t know. 

Question. Document A, Bates AIDC 005381 through 005383, will be Exhibit 2. Ex- 
hibit 2 is an October 28, 1993, letter from Joseph Giroir to James Riady, and I will 
give you an opportunity to review that. I know there — isn’t your document but I had 
some questions. 

Answer. Okay. 
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[Buford Deposition Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Do you know Joseph Giroir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how do you know Mr. Giroir? 

Answer. He is an attorney in Little Rock. 

Question. Could you briefly describe what your relationship with Mr. Giroir is? 
Answer. He is several years older than I am, and he began his practice in Arkan- 
sas with the Rose Law Firm, and we have been on the opposite sides of tracks for 
25 years. 

Question. Do you have a personal as well as business relationship with Mr. 
Giroir? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Strictly business? 

Answer. Well, I mean, if he is in town, I wouldn’t turn my back if I saw him. 
I have never been in his home or him in my home or anything like that. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Giroir had a relationship with James Riady, 
business or otherwise? 

Answer. Time frame? 

Question. After the election, the 1992 election, to the present? 

Answer. Do I know whether he had a business relationship with Riady? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No. Now you are asking me to exclude what I have read in the paper 
and see in the magazines. 

Question. Yes. 

Mr. Lassiter. But to include what he may have heard; correct? 

Ms. Remington. Correct. 

The Witness. Include what I have heard? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 


Question. Yes. 

Answer. I have heard he had a business relationship with Riady. 

Question. Just around town? 

Answer. Yes, just around town. And 1 heard he represented himself as having a 
business relationship with Riady. 

Question. Were you ever in contact with Mr. Giroir about the Riadys or Lippo 
Group from 1993, when you began representing them, to the present? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What types of issues would you be in contact with Mr. Giroir about? 

Answer. Possibly logistics. You know, if somebody was coming to town or he 
may — ^you know, they are 15 hours ahead, and you can see here, that communica- 
tion you can see is an indication in GiroiFs letter that there are only like 2 hours 
that they are awake and we are awake, and he may convey a message that James 
was coming to town and needed to see me or wanted to meet with somebody in the 
firm, or was something like that. And then I probably had conversations about the 
logistics of this trip at some point. And then we can fast forward to ’94, if you are 
ready to get into that. 

Question. Before we go to ’94, when you say “this trip’? 

Answer. This one it is referring to in this letter. 

Question. It refers to several trips. Is it the Seattle trip? 

Answer. The Seattle trip. That is the only one I would have been concerned about. 

Question. And you were about to move on to 1994? 

Answer. You asked me how many conversations I had firom ’92. So other than lo- 
gistics and stuff, I don’t think I have had any substantive conversations with him, 
but I did have conversations with him in ’94, in connection with the APEC trip to 
Jakarta. 

Question. We will talk about that later. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. I vw go back to Exhibit 2. 

Answer. I was hoping you were going to skip that. 

Question. Exhibit 2 refers to the sister state relationship that I had talked about 
earlier. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And did you have anything to do with the planning of the sister state 
relationship? 
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Answer. You know, I recall something about it, but not really — I mean, I could 
have been involved in some of the logistics, but I have no recoUection of it. I cer- 
tainly had no responsibility for it. 

Question. The Exhibit 2, the letter from Mr. Giroir, states that — referring to the 
President’s attendance at the signing, and it said that, “Mack” — ^who I believe is 
Mack McLarty — “and Mark Middleton indicate it will be a determination made by 
the director of national seciurity and that the human rights controversy surroimding 
East Timor may be an impediment that will have to be overcome. I note Doug 
Buford is speaking with Bruce Lindsey about this this week.” 

Do you recall spe 2 iking to Bruce Lindsey about that issue? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And the next 

Answer. You are talking about Timor and the impediment to the President. 

Question. Did you speak to Bruce Lindsey about the President attending any of 
the Arkansas delegation events? 

Answer. I remember talking to Bruce about whether or not the President was 
going to be at the Arkansas delegation reception, but 1 had no knowledge of this — 
any of these impediments or security matters or any of that, nothing about the de- 
tails. 

It would have been whether or not I was going to see Bruce, whether or not I 
was going to see the President while I was there, letting him know I was going to 
be in attendance, looking forward to seeing him. And I did, like, have breakfast with 
Bruce and his wife while I was there. 

Question. Did you discuss 

Answer. And dinner, as a matter of fact. 

Question. Did you discuss your conversations with Mr. Lindsey with Mr. Giroir? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Just trying to determine how Mr. Giroir knew that you were speaking 
with Bruce Lindsey. 

Answer. I don’t know that he did. 

Question. And the next sentence notes that John Huang has spoken directly to 
the President and the President has indicated, in general, he is agreeable to do it. 

Were you aware of John Huang speaking to the President about the APEC sum- 
mit in 1993? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know Mack McLarty? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How do you know Mack McLarty? 

Answer. I met him on the steps at the library at the University of Arkansas in 
1967, probably, and we have been friends ever since, and my law firm has rep- 
resented him and his family for however lopg I have been practicing. 

Question. And did you remain in contact with Mr. McLarty when he left Arkansas 
to go to the White House? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you speak with Mr. McLarty about the 1993 APEC conference, the 
one referred to in Exhibit 2? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Now I still represent him, and we talk regularly. 

Question. But no specific conversation? 

Answer. Not that I recall. I mean, it could have come up, but I don’t have any 
recollection of it. 

Question. Did you speak with Mr. Middleton, Mark Middleton, about the 1993 
APEC conference? 

Answer. During that period of time, from January of ’93 until — ^when was this? — 
October, November, I was involved in personal representation of a number of people 
in the White House with regard to their ethics qualifications. 

McLartys family assets are significant, and we were working on recusal letters, 
blind trusts, management trusts, and I had a lot of responsibility for trying to set 
up acceptable means for his family businesses to continue without his participation 
and negotiating with ethics and White House counsel, and, you know. 

So I was in contact, and Mark was working for Mack at the time, so there were 
numerous conversations and numerous visits to the White House, where I would be 
here and assisting them in those matters, as well as Bruce and Nancy Hemreich 
and David Watkins and a number of other people that were here at that time. My 
firm did a lot of that work, as you might expect. 

So, you know, when Mark and I had conversations, but it was generally — I mean, 
other than, you know, him communicating back and forth between Mack, conveying 
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messages to Mack, or me telling things from Mack, it could have come up in con- 
versations I had with them. 

Question. Did you have anything to do with the actual vetting process of individ- 
uals? 

Answer. For what? 

Question. For positions at the White House. 

Answer. I have been called by the FBI several times. 

Question. But the President never asked you to assist in vetting? 

Answer. No, coming up here and doing vetting and stuff; no; never got to spend 
the night in Blair House. 

Question. And you may have answered this, but were you aware of the NSC, or 
National Security Council, objecting to the President attending any ceremony with 
the Arkansas Indonesian 

Answer. I was generally aware these things are complicated, that meeting, you 
know, where he went, at an APEC conference. And this was all new to me, but I 
was leetming that, you know, there were a lot of people that had to be involved in 
making decisions, it was not a simple matter of scheduhng; that when he was there, 
if he, you know, wanted to go to lunch with the Emperor of Japan or something, 
that it had implications way beyond just the two of them getting together; and if 
he met with this country, then that country and this country and this country all 
had reactions. And 1 was just generally aware of the incredibly difficult time and 
all the people that had to get involved in getting an}rwhere, and that was about aU 
of my knowledge. 

Question. Did you attend the 1994 APEC conference in Jakarta? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you assist in planning for an Arkansas group to attend the 1994 
APEC conference in Jakarta? 

Answer. I can answer those questions if I can go to the restroom first for 2 sec- 
onds. 

Ms. Remington. Sure. 

[Recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Back on the record. I think before we went off, I had asked whether 
you assisted in the planning for an Arkansas group to attend the 1994 APEC con- 
ference in Jakarta. 

Answer. Yes and no. 

Question. Can you explain that? 

Answer. Yes. I was not involved at all in the preparation of that trip. At some 
point, I received an invitation frem Mr. Giroir’s office, I recall, or some communica- 
tion — and it seems like it was a fax or something — ^talking about an Arkansas dele- 
gation, repeating, or going to Jakarta, and my recollection is that at some point I 
saw a list of people that had been invited or were to be invited, or something. But 
I did not participate in the preparation of that list. 

Question. I will show you a document Bates numbered AIDC 005142 through 
5143. It is Deposition Exhibit 3. And Exhibit 3 is a September 26, 1994, letter from 
Joseph Giroir to Mr. And Mrs. Paul Berry. I will let you review that. 

Answer. That looks like something I received. 

[Buford Deposition Exhibit No. 3 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Okay. Were you aware, before you received a letter similar to Exhibit 
3, that the Lippo Group or the Riady family was organizing a group to go to the 
Jakarta APEC? 

Answer. I knew it was being discussed. I don’t recall how or when, but I was prob- 
ably aware of something. 

Mr. Raphael. For clarification, did you receive this letter as addressed to Mr. and 
Mrs. Paul Berry? 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. A letter similar to Exhibit 3? 

Answer. I saw a letter similar to that, that is consistent with my earlier recollec- 
tion that I saw some correspondence. It was like an invitation fimm Giroir, and it 
was — directed people to Poe 'Travel, I recall, and those arrangements — ^he was mak- 
ing those arrangements. 
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Question. Were you ever asked to assist in the organization of this Arkansas dele- 
gation? 

Answer. By? 

Question. By anyone? 

Answer. Not that I recall. I mean, I think I got this and responded to it. 

Question. Was it your understanding that Mr. James Riady was involved in orga- 
nizing a group of Arkansans to go to the 1994 APEC? 

Mr. Lassiter. I object to the question if it involves a question that involves attor- 
ney-client privilege. 

The Witness. I got this letter, and it says the Riady family. I know I knew about 
it at that point. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Independent of receiving a letter similar to Exhibit 3, did you under- 
stand that James Riady was involved in organizing a group of Arkansans to attend 
the 1994 APEC? 

Mr. Lassiter. I now have the same objection I just registered. I advise you not 
to answer the question if it involves an attorney-client communication. 

Ms. Remington. Just so we are clear about what you would be claiming as attor- 
ney-client privilege, would it be any communication whatsoever between James 
Riady and Mr. Biiford? 

Mr. Lassiter. Any communication, of course, in his representation of the Lippo 
Group. 

Ms. Remington. For the purpose of seeking or obtaining legal advice on a matter? 

Mr. Lassiter. Yes, or for the purpose of having discussions with Mr. Riady in that 
capacity. 

Ms. Remington. I would just put on the record our understanding, and as I had 
told you earlier, the legislative body of the House of Representatives does not have 
to accept a claim of attorney-client or work product privilege. 

However, generally, during this investigation, we have honored those claims. But 
our understanding of it, of an attomey-cuent privilege, would be a communication 
made in confidence to an attorney by a client for the purpose of seeking or obtaining 
legal advice. 

Mr. Lassiter. Then I think we can work with that definition. 

Mr. Raphael. Understanding that privilege is the client’s to waive and not the 
attorney’s. 

The WITNESS. Right. And the difficulty is, he is not here, and I couldn’t have an- 
ticipated the question, so I don’t have any permission to get outside of whatever he 
considers privilege. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Did you provide any legal advice to Mr. Riady about the 1994 APEC 
summit? 

Mr. Lassiter. Same objection. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Did you ever discuss the 1994 APEC summit with Mr. Riady in front 
of anyone, with third parties present? 

Answer. Not to my recollection, no. 

Question. Did you ever discuss the 1994 APEC summit with Mr. Riady at all? 

Mr. Lassiter. Same objection. 

Ms. Remington. I guess I am not understanding. 

Mr. Lassiter. I am simply objecting to it within the boundaries of the attorney- 
client issue as you defined it and Mr. Raphael defined it a moment ago. 

As to discussions with third parties that aren’t privileged, certainly you can ask 
about that. 

Ms. Remington. My problem is, if you make the objection but there was no un- 
derstanding of attorney-client privilege or if it was a casual conversation, a personal 
conversation, I would think that Mr. Buford could still answer that. So although the 
objection is made, I think he would have an understanding of whether or not it 
could be answered or not. 

Mr. Lassiter. Why don’t Mr. Buford and I step out a second, and I will ask him 
that, and maybe he will be able to answer the question. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Lassiter. Why don’t you go back through your questions in terms of whether 
or not he had discussions with Mr. Riady prior to receiving this letter. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. I asked you earlier, did you have any discussions with Mr. Riady about 
the 1994 APEC conference? 

Answer. Yes. I mean, the time frames. I mean, I don’t know if it is before or after 
this letter, or whenever, but, I mean, I was aware — at some point I was aware. I 
m^ not have been aware until I got this letter. 

Question. Aware of? 

^swer. Of this proposed trip. 

Question. And did you discuss the proposed trip with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. Eventually, after 1 was aware of this letter. 

Question. And if you are able, what did you discuss? 

Answer. Well, I told him I wasn’t coming. 

Question. And did he respond? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What did he say? 

Answer. He was disappointed. 

Mr. Lassiter. Let me make clear for the record why I did not object at that point. 
Mr. Buford had been invited in his capacity of his work with the Chamber of Com- 
merce and not as a legal adviser. 

The Witness. Right. The conversation that I had with him was whether he need- 
ed me there or whether I was coming — I was invited on this letter because, I 
thought, because of the Chamber of Commerce and my participation in the business 
community in Arkansas. 

When I found out that I was not going to go, I notified him I was not going to 
go and asked him if he had — ^if we had work to do there, and he said I didn’t have 
to, or no, and I said, “Well, I am not coming then,” and he just expressed disappoint- 
ment about the fact I wasn’t coming. 

Question. And why didn’t you go? 

Answer. Sometime during this process, I was contacted by Bruce Lindsey, I think, 
and he asked me if I had seen a list of people or was aware of people going to the 
APEC meeting in Jakarta, and I said that I was aware of it but 1 wasn’t part of 
organizing it, and that I had gotten an invitation fi^m Giroir, and that I assumed 
that Giroir was organizing, or Tucker, or somebody else. And he told me that there 
was concern at the White House about, you know, a number of people from Arkan- 
sas making the trip to Jakarta, and they didn’t think it would look good, and that, 
you know, it would cause press inquiries or something. And I said I didn’t under- 
stand that. 

I mean, you know, we wanted to go, we thought we had — ^you know, we spend, 
you know, millions of dollars making economic development opportunities, we go to 
foreigp countries, we visit Japan and all that, and this was an opportunity to be 
identified with the current administration at an important economic conference, and 
we wanted to go. 

And that conversation went on, and, you know, he again — I think we adjourned 
that conversation and maybe had another conversation, or he said, let me go back 
and find out what the objections are, what the problems are. 

And eventually, in the course of that, he came back and said, you know, we don’t 
think it is a good idea, I can’t stop you from going, but we would rather you all 
not go. And I said, well, I will communicate your feelings to, I think, Giroir. I mean, 
I think I communicated it to Giroir. 

I had some conversation and passed on that they — that the list — ^that that big a 
delegation, the White House didn’t think it was a good idea. And I either had tiiat 
conversation with Giroir or — when did Huang go to Commerce? 

Question. July of 1994. 

Answer. And this was? 

Question. APEC was in November of 1994. 

Answer. So it must have been Giroir. I had a conversation with Giroir about the 
list. And there was some communication about, you know, who needed to go or what 
different people were going. 

And at some point I got information back that there were like five or six people 
that really felt like they wanted to go, in spite of the objections, and I don’t remem- 
ber who tiiey were, but there was a short list that, like. Energy or something, that 
had something going on there. 

I remember having a conversation with the guy at the University of Arkansas 
who was trying to get an endowment for the Fulbright College, and he wanted to 
go because he had been in negotiations with the Riady family about a contribution 
with the university, and 1 can’t remember, but there was something about that. 
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I communicated that back to Lindsey, and I said, look, cut the list back, and here 
is who is on the hst now, and here is the reasons that they think they want to go. 
And we talked about it, and he asked me if I was going to go, and I said I womd 
like to go, and he said — mean, we talked about that and whether it was a good 
idea for me to go in my capacity as chamber representative, you know, and he even- 
tually said no. 

Question. So he asked you not to go? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Was the Lippo Group or Riady family paying for a group of people to 
attend, this orimnal group, to attend the APEC conference? 

Answer. You Imow, this was the extent of my knowledge. I mean, it said here that 
they invite you as a guest to attend and they are going to pay for your airfare. 

Mr. Raphael. You are looking at Exhibit 3 when you say that? 

The Witness. Yes. And I don’t know who was paying for that, other than the 
knowledge that I got from that letter right there. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with Mr. Riady about who would be 
paying for 

Answer. No. I called Poe Travel. 

Question. And what did they teU you? 

Answer. They told me I could go and that they would send me a ticket, but they 
didn’t tell me who was paying for it. 

Question. In 1994, what was your understanding of what the Lippo Group or 
Riady family was doing in connection with the conference? 

Answer. 1 had no knowledge of it. 

Question. Were you in contact with Marsha Scott about the 1994 APEC con- 
ference? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Were you aware of anyone else contacting Ms. Scott about the APEC 
conference in 1994? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I mean, I have not reviewed anything, notes or anything. 
I don’t have any recollection of discussing anything with her about it. 

Mr. Lassiter. Mr. Buford, a moment ago when you were on the conversation with 
Mr. Lindsey, coimsel asked you first at the deposition to bring it to her attention 
if that was the mst of the conversation, rather than a detailed recital of it, so per- 
haps you should make clear for the record whether your testimony was a detained 
recital or the gist. 

The Witness. It was the gist. I don’t have any recollection of what specifically 
was said. 

Ms. Remington. Exhibit 4 would be a document Bates EOP 020359, and Exhibit 
4 is a September 21, 1994 memorandum from Mr. John Huang to Joe Hanna, and 
I will rive you an opportunity to review that. 

The Witness. Okay. 

[Buford Deposition Exhibit No. 4 was marked for identification.] 
examination by ms. remington: 

Question. Have you ever seen this memorandum? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Do you know Joe Hanna? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who is Joe Hanna? 

Answer. He was an employee of the Lippo Group. 

Question. Do you know if he also goes by Jose Hanna? 

Answer. I think his name — he is Brazilian, and I think his name is probably Jose. 

Question. Have you ever personally met Mr. Hanna? 

Answer. He was an employee of the Lippo Group, and I dealt with him in a pro- 
fessional capacity. 

Question. You had mentioned earlier that you had seen a list of names. Was it 
similar to this list of names in Exhibit 4? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall where you saw that list of names? 

Answer. I recall it was faxed to my office. 

Question. By whom? 

Answer. My recollection is, it came in connection with this invitation. 

Question. Of Exhibit 3? 

Answer. Yes, of the sample of the invitation you have addressed to Paul Berry. 
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Question. Is this similar. Exhibit 4 — I’m sorry; is Exhibit 4 similar to the list of 
names that you spoke with Bruce Lindsey about? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And does — this memorandum is addressed to Mr. Huang. Does this re- 
fresh yotir recollection as to whether you may have discussed this at all with Mr. 
Htiang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Nvunber 15 on the list is Webster Hubbell. Do you know why he was 
on the list? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In the course of trying to cull this list down, did you ever ask anyone 
why Mr. Hubbell was on the list of names to go? 

Answer. No. 

Question. At this time in 1994, were you aware of Mr. Hubbell working with the 
Lippo Group? 

Aiiswer. No. 

Question. Other than press accounts, in 1994, did you ever become aware that Mr. 
Hubbell was working for the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. When did you ilrst learn that Mr. Hubbell was working for the Lippo 
Group? 

Answer. I have never learned that, other than press accounts. 

Question. Did you ever speak with Bruce Lindsey about where Mr. Hubbell was 
working? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What did you discuss? 

Answer. In discussing the list with him, he asked me why Webb was on the list, 
and I said he may be doing work for the Lippo Group, I don’t know. 

Question. And where did you get the impression he may have been doing work 
for the Lippo Group? 

Answer. Webb called me, after he left Justice, and we were talking, I don’t recall 
when, but at some point after he left Justice, and, you know, we were talking about 
what he was doing amd where he was going to work and stuff like that, and he 
asked me — ^told me he was doing consulting work and asked me if I thought the 
Lippo Group would be able to use him or whether he could work for them or not. 

Question. And what did you tell him? 

Answer. I told him I didn’t know. 

Question. Did you put him in touch with anyone? 

Answer. I passed that request on, I believe, to John Huang. He was in Los Ange- 
les at the time. 

Question. Did you have any other discussions with Mr. Hubbell, any further dis- 
cussions? 

Answer. No, not about that. 

Question. And what did you tell Mr. Huang about Mr. Hubbell at that time? 

Mr. Lassiter. I am going to object to that based on the attomey-chent privilege. 
It was during the time Mr. Huang was employed as an offtcer of the Lippo Group. 
But let me t^ to you about that a little bit. I intend to contact his lawyer. 

Ms. Remington. Whose lawyer? 

Mr. Lassiter. Huang’s attorney, to find out if he considered that a privileged com- 
munication, and if he does not, then we will reply to that question. 

And just let me talk to him about how we might do that. I anticipate we are not 
going to be able to do that today. We have tried to call his attorney; Doug has tried 
to contact him. And when we reach him, if he indicates that Mr. Huang did not con- 
sider that to be a privileged communication, can we supplement the deposition by 
Mr. Buford answering the question by phone or give you an affidavit under oath 
or something? 

Ms. Remington. Before we close the deposition, I wiU call our chief counsel and 
ask about what he wants to do about that. 

The Witness. I may be able to reach him on the phone if you want me to try 
to reach him now. 

Ms. Lassiter. That is fine if you would like to. 

The Witness. Do you want to skip this and come back? 

Mr. Lassiter, The answer is very brief, so you might want to just go on, but I 
do not feel comfortable in letting my client answer the question without hearing Mr. 
Huang’s answer. 

Ms. Remington. Okay. We can come back to that towards the end of the deposi- 
tion. 
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The Witness. Okay. It is not going to be very exciting. I tell you what, I can brief- 
ly call my office and try to get in touch with his lawyer, and when they reach him, 
they can call my telephone. 

[Recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Back on the record, after Mr. Buford had a conversation with Mr. 
Huang’s attorney. 

Can you answer the question as to the content of your conversation with Mr. 
Huang? 

Answer. Yes. I told him that — and I thiitk this was in coimection with another 
conversation. I mean, it is somewhere after Hubbell called me. I told John that Hub- 
bell had asked me about the possibility of doing work for the Lippo Group, and that 
I was passing that on to him for whatever purpose he felt appropriate, but that 1 
wanted him to understand that that was a personal conversation with Webb, that 
I had not had any communications with a^body else about it, nobody at the White 
House had contacted or was making any effort ^ough me to assist Webb, and that 
if he chose to convey it on to the lappo Group, that I wanted them to be sure and 
understand that I was communicating on behalf of Webb HubbeU, my fnend and 
law partner, I mean, and law student, and lawyer, firom Little Rock, and that was 
all. 

Question. And why did you clarify that? 

Answer. I wanted to make sure that, because of the frequent contact 1 had with 
Lindsey and with the President and other people, that nobody would confuse the 
message, and I knew that it was going to go through John to somebody else, and 
1 just wanted him to be aware that there was — nobody would be confused, that 
Webb called me as a friend, and that I was passing on information as a friend. 

Question. Did you think that there would be a different response if they thought 
the request was from the White House? 

Answer. I didn’t know, but I didn’t want to be party to any confusion, I mean. 

Question. Do you recall when Mr. Hubbell called you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. He announced — just to help you with the time frame, he announced his 
resignation on March 14, 1994; didn’t actually leave the Justice Department until 
Apru 8, 1994. 

Do you recall if he called you after he had already left the Justice Department? 

Answer. 1 think he was in Mr. Miller’s office, and I think at the time, I remember 
him giving me a phone niunber or something, how to reach him, just, you know — 
1 mean, it was more just an informational call, as I recall. I don’t remember — I 
mean, he may have had business on his mind when he called. 1 thought he was just 
calling to talk to me about where he was and how to reach him and what he was 
doing. 

Question. And from your last question, your last answer, did you know Webb Hub- 
bell before? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Before he went to Washington? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what was your relationship with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. He and I were — went to school together for 7 years. I mean, I knew him 
as an undergraduate and a graduate. We were in the same law school class, law 
review together. We were friends. 

Question. Was the conversation with Mr. Lindsey about the APEC conference, was 
that the only time you discussed Mr. Hubbell’s emplo 3 nnent with Mr. Lindsey? 

Answer. If you recall, at the time, I was asked why Webb was on the ust, and 
I said, based on this conversation I had with Webb, that he could possibly have been 
doing work for Riady. But I didn’t know; I had no Imowledge. 

After the conversation that I had with John Huang, where I passed the informa- 
tion on, I don’t recall having a conversation with anybody about Webb’s employ- 
ment. 

Question. Was that Mr. Hubbell’s employment in general or employment with the 
Lippo Group? 

Ajiswer. With the Lippo Group. 

Question. Are you familiar with a company named Hong Kong China, Limited? 

Answer. I believe it is part of the Lippo Group, but I am not sure. 

Question. Do you know what type of business Hong Kong China, Limited, engaged 
in? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Have you ever come to learn what type of work Mr. Hubbell was doing 
for the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. When did you first become aware that Mr. Hubbell had legal problems 
wi^ his former law firm, the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. My law firm represented Webb Hubbell in connection with matters as 
early as January of ’93, so anything that I learned after January would have been 
in connection with my law firm’s representation. 

Question. And Mr. Hubbell retained your firm in 

Answer. No, no, not Mr. Hubbell. We did not represent Mr. Hubbell. We rep- 
resented other people in connection with matters related to. 

Question. Matters related to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. The Rose Law Firm. 

Question. I think we are cross talking here. Can we get that in one sentence? 

Answer. Yes, yes. 

Question. Wri^t, Lindsey & Jennings represented the Rose Law Firm in matters 
relating to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. My law firm represented clients who were involved in matters involv- 
ing the Rose Law Firm and Webb Hubbell's problems with that law firm. 

Do you want to go off the record a minute and I can help you out? 

Ms. Remington. Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Did you have any discussions about Mr. Hubbell’s legal problems or bill- 
ing disputes with anyone at the White House before Mr. Hubbell announced his res- 
ignation ih>m the Justice Department on March 14, 1994? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware before March 14, 1994, that Mr. Hubbell was planning 
on resigning from the Justice Department? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any conversations with Jim Blair about Mr. HubbeU’s 
legal problems or billing disputes with his law firm before Mr. Hubbell announced 
his resignation? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with Mr. Hubbell his legal problems or billing dis- 
pute with the Rose Law Firm before March of 1994? 

Answer. No. 

Question. During the spring of 1994, did you have any discussions with anyone 
at the White House about helping Mr. Hubbe^ to find work? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were vou aware of— in mid to late 1994, were you aware of Mr. Hubbell 
traveling to East Asia to meet with the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of him traveling to East Asia at that time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Let me go back to Exhibit 4, which is this memorandum, which we 
began talking about some time ago. 

Answer. Okay. All right. 

Question. And if we can just go through some of these names, and you said you 
had discussed with someone why these people might be going? 

Answer. No. I think that wnat happened was, thev — in the conversation with 
Bruce when he identified they had a problem with this big a delegation going, I con- 
veyed that back, I believe, to Giroir, and at that point there were — I don’t think I 
have — I did not sit down and go through this list and say who is going, who is not, 
who is going, why would they go. 

The next thing I remember is a conversation back, I guess, from Giroir, sa^ng 
they have agreed to cut down the list, or the list has been cut down, we think these 
five or six people ought to go. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. And here is why they ought to go. 

So that the only discussion 1 had about anybody about why they were going is 
the people I was told back about and Bruce asmng me why Hubbell was on the ust. 
Those are the only conversations I recall about any of uiese people. But 1 know 
them all. 

Question. Do you know Paul Berry? 

Answer. Yes. 



1121 


Question. How do you know Paul Berry? 

Answer. He was quarterback of my fraternity’s intramural football team, and a 
good one. 

Mr. LASStTEE. Phi Alpha? 

The Witness. Phi Alpha. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINOTON; 

Question. Do you conduct any business with Paul Berry at this time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of Paul Berry having any business with the Lippo Group 
in the 1995, 1996 time frame? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of Paul Berry having a relationship with James Riady 
in the 1993 to the present time frame? 

Answer. I mean, I know they know each other, I don’t have any knowledge of any 
business relationship. 

Question. Document Bates numbered EOP 030679 is Deposition Exhibit No. 6, 
and Exhibit 5 is an undated memorandum from Bruce Lindsey to Mack McLarty 
and John Podesta regarding: Arkansas delegation to APEC. And I wUl give you an 
opportunity to read that. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Buford Deposition Exhibit No. 5 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON; 

Question. In that Exhibit 5, Mr. Lindsey writes that he spoke with John Tisdale 
and you about the Arkansas delegation to the APEC conference. And we discussed 
earlier that conversation. Were you aware that Mr. Tisdale had spoken with Mr. 
Lindsey? 

Answer. I think we were on the same call. 

Question. Was it a conference call? 

Answer. It was in my office, yes. 

Question. How was Mr. Tisdale involved in the APEC conference? 

Answer. He went to Seatfie with us. He was a part of that delegation. He is my 
law partner, and he probably was assisting in negotiating — I mean, if the White 
House was concerned, if Bruce was concerned about the list, and he had been 
charged with responsibili^ to communicate to me to try to stop this delegation or 
advise us that they didn’t want us to go, then I would have consulted John about 
it, and Bruce may have — ^I mean, that may have been how I learned of Bruce’s con- 
cerned. 

John has a similar relationship with Bruce than I do. We are close personal 
friends; John does personal work. I mean, our law firm still represents Bruce, and 
John has responsibility for that work, so he would have been — I would have ap- 
pealed to him for help, and we would have — ^usually, a lot of times when we talk 
to Bruce, you know, if I am on the phone with Bruce, since he is so hard to get, 
I will call John or buzz him and say, I got Bruce if you need him, and we share 
that, since he doesn’t always return our phone calls. 

Question. Was Mr. Tisdale also involved in the conversation with Mr. Giroir, 
about whittling down the list? 

Answer, I still don’t have any recollection of me participating in that whittling 
down, so even reading this memo makes me think that — ^I mean, even though Bruce 
says that I negotiated the revised list with Riady, I don’t think that — ^I don’t know 
where he got that idea. I don’t have any recollection of having any conversations 
with Riady about that, excrat in connection with my coming, when I talked to him, 
really to notify him that I was not coming, because Giroir was the one that I 
thought was responsible for doing all of this. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Lindsey spoke with Mr. Giroir? 

Answer. I don’t have any idea. 

Question. In the second paragraph of Exhibit 6, Mr. Lindsey wrote that he, mean- 
ing you, believes his presence will help to control the group. 

Answer. I don’t know. I hope he thinks he was a reasonable person and would — 
you know, I never understood their concern for why we should have been there in 
the first place. 

Mr. Raphael. 1 would note for the record the word “control” is in quotes in the 
document. 

Ms. Remington. Yes. 

The Witness. I don’t know what he meant by that. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 


Question. At the end of the memorandum, Mr. Lindsey had noted that James 
Lady and his father wanted to visit briefly with President Clmton. Were you aware 
; that time that Mr. Riady wanted to meet with President Clinton? 

Answer. I don’t have any recollection of being the source of that information. 
QMStion. Do you know whether Mr. Riady met with President Clinton diuing the 
raC conference? 

Answer. No, I don’t. Mr. Riady being James Riady. 

Question. James Riady. 

Question. Apart from this APEC conference, and other than press a^unts, are 
Bu aware of any other meetings between James Riady and President Clinton? 
Answer. Other than? 

Question. Press accounts? 

Answer. Other than press accounts? Other than which meetings? Other than the 
PEC meeting when I was in the room with them together? 

Question. Kght. I am talking more of a— not a group meeting where there are 
undreds of people present, but a small meeting for the purpose of just meeting 
ith Mr. Riady. .... 

Answer. I have some recollection of he and his family haying their picture made 
1 the Oiml Office or something like that one time. I tmnk it was some— 1 can’t re- 
lember who told me or how, but I don’t have any recollection of ever being involved 
n setting up any appointments or anytlwg like that. It may have been mentioned 
» me by Mark Middleton or something, in a conversation that I was having in ron- 
ection with Mack or something, that ne was there or had been there or something. 
Lut other than that, no. 

Question. Was Mr. Middleton aware that you worked with the Riadys? 

^swer. Yes. 

Question. And you understood that Mr. Middleton knew the Riadys as well? 
Answer. He worked for Mack. I mean, I think he — ^yes. 

Question. It was your understanding? 

.^swer. Yes, yes. 

Question. I am just going to go through some meeting, and I realize there have 
leen press accounts with these meetings, but if you have any other knowledge, 
ither than press accounts, let me know. . , „• j ■ i 

Were you aware of a meeting which the President had with Mr. Riady m late 
une 19M, and that was shortly before Mr. Huang began working at the Commerce 

lepartment in July? „ 

Answer. No, no. I don’t have any recollection. I really dont have any recollection 
if any meetings with Riady and anybody in the White House, except that recollec- 
ion that he — ^that his family — mean, the only reason I remember is, it is when 
le had his family’s picture made, and I don’t know that ever happened, but it was 
lomething about his family. t,- j 

Question. You mentioned that Mr. Middleton may have mentioned that Mr. Riady 
ras in the White House. Actually, did Mr. Middleton ever mention to you? 

Answer. It could have come up in a conversation. That would have been a logical 
lource of information, because Mark and I talked a lot during that period of time 
n connection with my work for Mack, and, you know, he would mention people fitim 
Arkansas or connect^ to Arkansas that had been there. 

You know, he would not — ^it would not be uncommon for him to My so-and-so 
same through the other day, or I gave so-and-so a tour, or I talked with so-and-so. 
[ mean, they were — at that time, they were kind of dislocated Arkansans and they 
vould like to see a friendly face. 

Question. Did Mr. MidcUeton ever mention to you that Mr. Huang visited him at 
he White House? . ■ 

Answer. No, I don’t know that he ever mentioned that he visited with him. I 


nean 

Question. That he saw Mr. Huang? 

.^swer. He talked with Huang. I mean, I knew Huang and he ta&ed. 

Question. And were you aware of the substance of their conversations? 

^swer. No. 

Question. How did you become aware that they had conversations? 

Answer. John may say, I talked to Mark yesterday, or Mark may say, I talked 
■JO John, but, I mean, they would not have — I mean, it was a friendly thing. It was — 
ike I say, when I would talk to Mark, he would identify people he had talked with 
ind what he was doing and who he was visiting with. 
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Question. What was your understandii^ of the nature of the relationship between 
Mr. Huang and Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. None that I know of. I mean, he was an employee of Lippo at that time, 
but he had been active in the campai^, and, you know — and Mark had responsibil- 
ity at some point, as his job in the White House, for kind of looking after Ar^nsans. 
I mean, you know, he was kind of a contact point for people in .^kansas that, you 
know — or the White House tour, whatever. And there were invitations coming out 
then. You got invited to parties on the lawn and, you know, stuff like that. So there 
were, you know, just social stuff that went on. 

Question. I know we had spoken at the beginning of the deposition about Mr. 
Huang’s activities in relation to the 1992 Presidential campaign, and I don’t know 
if I have clarified whether you knew of Mr. Huang solely worwng in California or 
also in Arkansas during 

Answer. For the campaign? 

Question. Yes, or womng on projects for the campaign? 

Answer. I don’t have any recollection of doing much in Arkansas. I mean, his re- 
sponsibility, you know — the campaign had different ethnic groups identified, and 
they had campaign organization staff that were devoted to different minority 
groups, and Asian American was one of those groups that was identified within the 
campaign, and they had their own small campaign staff, and I don’t know, but I 
believe John Huang would have been part of that effort. 

Question. Do you know who else was on that staff? 

Answer. No. Doris Matsui, I think, eventually ended up in the White House, as 
had Asian American affairs, but I am sure they were involved at some point, but 
I was not involved in that. 

Question. How did you learn of Mr. Huang’s activities in the campaign? 

Answer. ’92 or ’94? 

Question. ’92. 

Answer. Only afterwards. 

Question. Did you have an understanding of any relationship which Mr. Middleton 
may have had with Mr. Riady? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Middleton did any work for Mr. Riady after 
he left the White House in February of 1995? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’m sorry, that was a bad question. No, you don’t know, or, no, he didn’t 
do any work? 

Answer. No, I don’t know. 

Question. Once Mr. Huang began working at the Commerce Department, in July 
of 1995, were you aware at that time, in the July of ’95 and later time period — I’m 
sorry, July of ’94 

Answer. Right, I’m with you. 

Question. Of Mr. Huang meeting with Mr. Middleton at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of a joint venture between Lippo, Enter^, and the North 
China Power Group which was formed to build a power plant in China? 

Answer. Other than press accounts, no. 

Question. Did you have any participation in the creation of that joint venture in 
any way? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you participate in any Commerce Department trade missions under 
then Secretary Ron Brown? 

Answer. No, not to my knowledge. 

Question. Do you have any deafings with Melinda Yee at the Department of Com- 
merce? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Do you know MeUnda Yee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how do you know Ms. Yee? 

Answer. I just met her— John 'Tisdale introduced me to her. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of who she might be calling at your law 
firm? 

Answer. My recollection is that she had an AfHcan partner in my law firm, Wen- 
dell Griffin, participated in a Minority Partners in Majority Firms, an ABA-spon- 
sored activity, and I beUeve that is where Wendell met her, and through that, she, 
you know, could have been friends or, you know, was introduced to our firm. And 
beyond that, I don’t have any idea. He is not with us anymore; he is a judge now. 
But I believe that was our initial contact with her. 
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Question. And you mentioned that Mr. Tisdale introduced you to her? 

Answer. I think he did. 

Question. Do you know how Mr. Tisdale knew her? 

Answer. I am guessing through Wendell, but I would be guessing. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang ever discuss with you any Commerce Department trade 
missions? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know Joe O’Brien? 

Answer. No. 

Question. No? 

Answer. 1 don’t think so. 

Question. Did you want to take a break? 

Do you know Larry Middleton? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how do you know Larry Middleton? 

Answer. He works for Steven Zing in Little Rock, Arkansas. 

Question. Are you aware of any business which the Riadys had with Larry Mid- 
dleton? 

Answer. Not other than press accounts. 

Question. Do you know of any business which John Huang had with Larry Mid- 
dleton? 

Answer. Not other than press accounts. 

Question. Document Bates numbered EOF 010183 through 010186 will be Deposi- 
tion Exhibit No. €. And Exhibit 6 is a January 16th, 1996 memorandum, from Doug 
to Mack, regarding the background for Ira’s meeting with James Riady. And there 
are three fax cover sheets atteched to the memorandum, and I will give you an op- 
portunity to review that. 

Answer. Okay. 

[Buford Deposition Exhibit No. 6 was marked for identification.] 

E3CAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Have you ever seen the memorandiun that is part of Exhibit 6? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you write that memorandum? 

Answer. I did. 

Question. Was Exhibit 6 a memorandum for Mack McLarty? 

Answer. 1 recall being asked to supply some background information on Riady 
to— for a meeting that Ira Magaziner was going to have with him in Jakarta, and 
1 did this memo. But I don’t recall — ^you know, I don’t recall where the initial re- 
quest came from, but I would assume that I sent it to Mack, either because he asked 
for it initially and he was going to get the information to Ira, or somebody connected 
with Ira, and his trip over there contacted me and said, you know, get it to — and 
I addressed it to Mack, but I doubt he ever saw it. I mean, I am sure Patty dealt 
with it. 

That looks like my handwriting. It says, not “Mack,” but “Patty,” so I must have 
addressed it — I mean, whenever I typed it, I probably would have typed this myself, 
because this is a memo form that I have in the computer, and I could have brought 
up this form, and I use it a lot of times, rather than a letter, when I am in a hurry, 
and I probably typed Mack’s name and realized it was going to go to Patty and sent 
it to her. 

I would not have faxed it, somebody else would have, because I can’t run a fax 
machine. 

Question. And you don’t recall who asked you to supply the background informa- 
tion? 

Answer. No. No, I don’t recall who asked me initially to do it. I just remember 
that Ira was going to be in Jakarta, and I was asked to do a short bio on the — 
Riady, and I notice over here it says somebody has written something in Chicago, 
Ira Magaziner’s meeting in Chicago, and I remember after I sent this, I got a call 
from Patty, and she said, Ira is not in Chicago, he is in Jakarta, and he is asleep, 
because of the time frame, and I said, I don’t know anything about Chicago. I mean, 
I never said he was in Chicago. 

So somebody was communicating with them besides me, because somebody gave 
her this bogus information about Chicago. So there is somebody else in this process, 
but I don’t know who it is. 

But I do remember her confusion, because she is good at, you know, following 
through, and she wanted to caU and tell me that Ira wasn’t in Chicago, he was in 
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Jakarta, and he was asleep, and I said, I never said he was in Chicago, so you got 
that from somebody else. 

Question. Why was James Riady meeting with Mr. Magaziner? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. At this time, was Mr. Magaziner at the Department of Commerce? 

Answer. I don’t think — I think he was at the White House. He was appointed as 
some sort of ambassador after the health care task force was disbanded, and I don’t 
know what his portfolio was in the White House, but I know at some point, from 
press accounts, that he was appointed to go fly around the world and try to assist 
in trade — ^you know, work on trade. 

And I don’t have any knowledge of what he was doing or who told him to go or 
where. I mean, I thought at the time they asked me to do this that he was in Ja- 
karta in connection with that assignment from the President to go to these various 
places around the world and come back and report on how to improve trade. 

Question. What was the purpose of the meeting between Mr. Riady and Mr. Mag- 
aziner? 

Answer. I have pretty much told you aU I know. I mean, I don’t have any idea. 
I don’t even know if that is why he was there. I thought that when they asked me 
to write this memo, but I didn’t ask why they were meeting or an)rthing about it. 

Mr. Raphael. Do you know if they, in fact, met? 

The Witness. No, I don’t know if he was in Jakarta. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. REMINGTON: 

Question. Did you suggest to Ms. McHugh that anyone should tell Mr. Magaziner 
about James Riadys relationship with the President? 

Answer. Say that again. 

Question. Did you suggest to Ms. McHugh or anyone that someone should tell Mr. 
Magaziner about James Riadys relationship with the President? 

.^swer. You know, I thought that was part of what I was being asked to do here, 
was to give a bio on James Riady and who he was, and identify his Arkansas con- 
nection is what I would call it. 

Mr. Lassiter. I would like to take a break for a couple minutes. 

[Recess.] 


examination by ms. remington: 

Question. Back on the record. When did you first learn that John Huang was 
working at the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. Probably when he went to work there. I don’t recall. I mean, I don’t have 
any — I don’t even know when he went. I can’t even remember how long he was at 
Commerce. 

Question. Were you aware that he was seeking a position at the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee? 

Answer. I was aware he was imhappy at Commerce. 

Question. And how did you become aware that he was unhappy at Commerce? 

Answer. He told me. 

Question. AA^hat did he tell you? 

Answer. He told me he didn’t like it. 

Question. Did he tell you an 3 rthing else? 

Answer. No. He just said that, you know, it just wasn’t what he expected. 

Question. AATien did you have this discussion with him? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically, but he was separated from his family when he 
came here. His family was in LA, and he has children in school out there, and so 
I knew that he was, you know, here, living with his father-in-law. 

So if I were come — if I would come into town on other business or whatever, it 
would not be uncommon for me to call and tell him, and we would, you know, maybe 
eat lunch or something, if he wasn’t busy, just, you know, because I knew he was 
away from home by himself, and just in the course of those — and he would call me 
at the office occasionally just to chat about nothing, and he would, you know — I 
mean, I would say: How do you like your job? How is it going? He says: Well, 1 am 
not getting to do what I thought I would get to do. 

And I think he was refused out of most of the things he had background in and 
he just didn’t understand the bureaucracy and all the restrictions on his ability to 
function. And, plus, I don’t even know what his job was. I mean, office politics, prob- 
ably. 

Question. Did he ever explain to you what he — ^what activities he was doing at 
Commerce? 
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Answer. Other than these general conversations, I don’t even know what his title 
was. I know he wasn’t doing anything in Indonesia. I remember him saying that, 
that he was recused from anyttiing that had anything to do with Indonesia, or 
maybe the Pacific, I’m not sure. 

Question. Did he tell you that he wanted to get a job at the Democratic National 
Committee? 

Answer. I think at some point he told me he woidd rather work in the campaign 
than at the Commerce Department and that he would — ^he was thinking about try- 
ing to go to the campaign, but he had — he had a sense of loyalty to the Commerce 
Department; they hired him, Ron Brown had — I mean, he didn’t — I mean, I remem- 
ber it kind of being told — ^heard from being not really happy with what he was doing 
but not wanting to be ungrateful about the job and his assignment and what he was 
supposed to be doing, but just kind of wishing he was over in the campaign side 
again. 

And he knew that was going to be chimiing up; he knew they were going to start 
organizing for ’96 and that they would be looking for people. And that was kind of 
the general conversation, I recall. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with James Riady about Mr. Huang 
working at the DNC or campaign? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Mr. Huang began working at the DNC in December of 1995. Did you 
discuss with Mr. Giroir the fact that Mr. Huang wanted to work at the DNC before 
that? 

Answer. I could have. I don’t have any recollection. Mr. Giroir and I don’t talk 
often, so I would be surprised if I did, but I could have. 

Question. Did you contact anyone on Mr. Huang’s behalf to assist him in getting 
a position at the DNC? 

Answer. Not to my recollection. I know I didn’t contact anybody at the DNC. I 
wouldn’t know anybody over there. 

Question. Did you contact anyone in the White House on Mr. Huang’s s behalf? 

Answer. You know, if it came up in a conversation with Bruce, or something, that 
would have been the only thing. Bruce may have said, you know, John is interested 
in going to the DNC, or something like that, but I don’t have any recollection of 
it. 

I mean, it could have been discussed casually, but, you know — and Bruce may 
have ask^ me, do you think it is a good idea, or do you think John would do a 
good job, or something, and I would have commented just on my general knowledge 
about John’s skills. 

Question. You don’t recall having a specific conversation? 

Answer. No. 

Question. At or around the time frame of September of 1995, were you aware of 
Mr. Huang or Mr. Riady meeting with the President? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Other than press accounts, did you ever become aware that Mr. Huang 
or Mr. Riady discussed with the President John Huang moving over to the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Lindsey — to your knowledge, did Mr. Lindsey have a relation- 
ship with Mr. Huang after the 1992 election? 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. He knew who he was? 

Answer. Sure. 

Question. What was your understanding of the type of relationship Mr. Lindsey 
had with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. Just knew that he had worked on the campaign and was interested in 
administration and was somebody that, you know, was a supporter. 

Question. At that time, after &e 1992 election, did you ever discuss Mr. Huang 
wi& Mr. Lindsey, his Commerce appointment or his qualifications? 

Answer. At some point, I tMnk Bruce and I had a conversation about John work- 
ing in the adminisfi'ation somewhere — it could have been in connection with the 
Commerce — and just in talking with him, he said, you know, do you think John 
would do a good job, or, you know, John’s been, you know, working for the Lippo 
Group; I mean, would he be somebody that could work in government, or something 
like that, and I said, you know, I tlunk he would be good at whatever he wanted 
to do, something like that. 

It would have just been a general conversation like that. I don’t think they were 
looking to me for any guidance on where to put him or how to use him or anjfthing. 
I know that didn’t occur. 
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Question. Before any of the news stories of Mr. Huang’s fund-raising activities 
came out, did anyone contact you about Mr. Huang’s fund-raising? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Before any of the news stories came out, did anyone contact you about 
Mr. Hviang’s connection to the Lippo Group or the Riady family? 

Answer. I’m not sure I understand that. In what connection? 

Question. That’s a bad question. I will just strike that. 

After December 1995, when Mr. Huang began working at the DNC, did you ever 
speak with Jeunes Riady about Mr. Huangs work? 

Answer. Not to my recollection. 

Question. Were you aware that Mr. Huang was organizing fund-raisers for the 
DNC? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What was your understanding of what he was doing? 

Answer. That’s about it. I mean, he had some sort of title at the DNC, but I can’t 
remember what it was. But it indicated in his title that he was a fund-raiser. And 
I thought that they were utilizing his connections in the Asian American community 
to organize that community for financial support. 

Question. After Mr. Huang began working for the DNC, did you have conversa- 
tions wiHi him about his job? 

Answer. Other than stiU displaced, no family, and other than me being up here, 
you know, and just calling him and we went to lunch or something, thev would be 
general conversations about, “How do you like your job? What are you doing?” But 
very generic. I mean, nothing about, you know, ‘T’m going here and doing this.” 

I mean, he never talked about his travels, never talked about what he was doing, 
where he was going, how good he was doing, just talked about how hard he was 
working. 

Question. In 1996, were you aware of James Riady attending any fund-raisers for 
the DNC? 

Answer. I mean, I could have been at a fund-raiser myself when he was there. 
But, no, not speciftcaUy, I mean, unless I was there and saw him or something. I 
don’t recall, you know, what I attended and what I didn’t. But I wasn’t involved in 
any organization or anything like that. 

Question. Did Mr. mady ever speak to you about events, fund-raising events, he 
attended with the President? 

Answer. Winston Biyant had a fund-raiser, or the DNC had a fund-raiser for Win- 
ston Bryant, at the Hay-Adams Hotel, 1 think would have been in that ’96 time 
frame. And I was in Washington, and I believe that — 1 believe I saw Riady at that 
function. It was in the Hay-Adams. It was in the basement of the Hay-Adams. And 
I believe he was there at that time. 

Question. Did Mr. Middleton assist in arranging that fund-raiser? 

Answer. I don’t have any idea. 

Question. To yotu' knowledge, did Mr. Riady make any contributions to the DNC 
in the 1995-1996 election cycle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. To your knowledge, did Mr. Riady make any contributions to the Clin- 
ton/Gore Re-elect in the 1995-1996 election cycle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And all these questions are, of covuse, to your knowledge. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Did the Lippo Group or any of its affiliates make any contributions to 
the DNC during the 1995-1996 election cycle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Similarly, did the Lippo Group or any of its affiliates make any con- 
tributions to the Clinton/Gore Re-elect during the 1995-1996 election cycle? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. During the 1995-1996 election cycle, did James Riady arrange for any 
foreign businessmen or individuals to attend funci-raisers with the President? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. During the 1995-1996 election cycle, did John Huang arrange for foreign 
businessmen or individuals to attend fund-raisers with the Resident other than 
press accounts, if you have any knowledge? 

Answer. I don’t have any knowledge. 

Question. Do you know Charlie Trie? 

Answer. No. I mean, you know, not other than seeing him in a restaurant in Lit- 
tle Rock. 

Question. You have no personal relationship with him? 

Answer. No. No, I wouldn’t know him if he walked in the room. 
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Question. Are you aware of any relationship Mr. James Riady had with Charlie 
Trie? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of any relationship John Huang had with Charlie Trie? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know Kenneth Wynn? 

Answer. Spell that. 

Question. Wynn. W-Y-N-N. 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know of any relationship Kenneth Wynn may have had with 
James Riady? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Remington. I would just like to take a minute to go back through my ques- 
tions and make siu« I didn’t miss anything. 

Michael, if you would like to ask any questions that you have. 

Mr. Raphael. Sure. It is my round? 

Ms. Remington. Yes. 

Mr. Raphael. Mr. Buford, on behalf of the Minority, I would like to thank you 
for coming up here today and traveling from Arkansas as a private citizen volun- 
tarily. 

As the Majori^ counsel said at the begiiming of the deposition, the committee is 
engaged in a wide-ranging investigation. And I think you have b^n subjected to a 
fairly wide range of questions today; and you have sat here, apparently, and forth- 
rightly responded to them. And I just want to tell you we appreciate that. 

TTie Witness. Thank you. 

examination by MR. RAPHAEL: 

Question. Mr. Buford, vou practice corporate law in Arkansas? 

Answer. Corporate and securities law. 

Question. Is it correct that Mr. Joe Giroir also practices corporate law in Arkan- 
sas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You two are at different firms? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You sometimes are on the opposite side of transactions? 

Answer. Most often. 

Question. Do you routinely have exposure to Mr. Giroir’s work product? 

Answer. Well, routinely would probably be too much. But, yes, he and I have been 
on the opposite side of transactions a number of times. We’re competitors. 

Question. You were shown a document. Exhibit 2, which is a letter from Mr. 
G^ir to James Riady that discusses, in the course of three single-spaced pages, 
joint ventures involving such companies as the Hunt Company, the Tyson Company, 
and the Entergy Company. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Would it be correct to say that you don’t particularly have exposure to 
documents from a competitor of Mr. Giroir that involved him setting up such joint 
ventures? 

Answer. Right. I’m not involved. I’ve never seen them. 

Question. If this committee had such documents fipm you, documents when you 
were working to set up joint ventures, would you want this committee to be sen- 
sitive in who those documents are shown to? 

Answer. Well, yes. I mean, they are confidential documents. We have to protect 
them. 

Question. I want to clarify something. You were shown Exhibit 4, which is a list 
of 27 people, a memo that John Huang sent to Joe Hanna. I believe you t^tified 
that that document was similar to a list that you received? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You don’t know, sitting here today, that the list that you received was 
exactly the same as this list? 

Answer. No. I don’t think it was. I mean, I think I saw a list of names, Ibut I 
don’t — ^it was not on a memorandum like this. i 

Question. So it is possible that the list that you received may have had some dif- 
ferences in the names on this list? \ 

Answer. Right. / 

Question. Mr. Buford, has the fact that this committee has decided to take your 
deposition been bimdensome to you in any way? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. Could you describe for me in what ways? 

Answer. Well, I had to employ an attorney. My firm has had to employ an attor- 
ney. I’m in the middle of a secxmtiea transaction in New York right now, and I’ve 
had to employ another partner to be involved for a few days while I was gone. Ex- 
pense and travel. I was unable to utilize the Government’s ticket. 

Question. So this committee did offer you a ticket to travel here? 

Answer. Somebody did. 

Mr. Lassiter. Yes. 

The Witness. Yeah, they did. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. RAPHAEL: 

Question. And you were unable to use that? 

Answer. I was tmable to use that. 

Question. Have you been called to testily before the Senate committee that is in- 
vestigating campaign finances, the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And have you not given a deposition? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you pven testimony in any way to the Department of Justice in 
the coiuse of its campaign finance investigation? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Raphael. 'Thank you, Mr. Buford. That is all the questions I have. 

Ms. Remington. I just want to clarify for the record &it, at the beginning of the 
deposition, I did state that this was in executive session, and we asked that you 
not discuss any of the materials that you have seen here or the discussions we have 
had. 

And with that, I don’t have any more questions. 

[Whereupon, at 1:13 p.m., the deposition was concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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QSOUPPO GROUP 

Jakarta. July 22. 1993 


(By FoctliTilla Trommlnlon) 


JohnHuor^ 
UppoBonk 
Loi Angelet 


Dear Jotvi. 


1 . 


1^ere It a Mr. Jomet Tuvin who hot coled me by phone from 
Americo but I have not called Nm bock. I reody do not know or do 
not remember who he It. It you hove time, pleate cal him at 301* 
490844S. 


2. Pleate call.me when you hove time to talk about Grobmyer. Or. let 
me kr>ow where you con be corvtocted. 

3. I have received Doug Buford. I wB moke the cnonoement for the 

. ^ Jakarta. Bol. and Singapore porttorv I would oppreckite t you wB 

anano* Hongkortg portloa We look forward to teeing them and 
both you and Jane K the could moke It In Hongkortg and Indoneila 
toort. 


Bettregordt. 


Yourtinowety, 



1 JAMES T.RIADY 
Deputy Chairman 


JTR/I. 


: EXHIBIT ] 

j CDfe- I f 


HHH 4569 
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ARKANSAS INTERNATIONAt DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
111 Center street 
Suite 1900 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
(SOI) 372-3000 


October 20, 1993 CONriOENTUL 


via Facsimile 

Mr. James Riady 
The Lippo Bank 
Lippo Centre 
9th Floor 

Jl. Jend Gatot Subroto Kav. 3S-36 

Jakarta 12950 

Indonesia 


Dear James: 

I'm sorry that I missed you 
by telephone. If you get a chance, call me this morning (your 
time) at my home (at night, my time) to discuss the matters 
referred to herein. 

Concerning the cable television project in Indonesia, have 
you been able to meet with Bambang yet? If so, has number one 
given the nod? I believe that Dwight has selected a site for the 
headend office (with which I believe Winardi has concurred) and 
they are ready to begin walking the streets for mapping at the 
end of next week. Please let me know if there has been any 
progress in this area; and if it is agreeable for the crew to 
begin walking the streets for mapping at the end of next week. 

We will also need to begin funding the expenses of Dwight's 
salary, the mapping, travel, etc. The Joint Venture Agreement 
calls for intial funding of $100,000.00. I will ask Jim Guy to 
fund his $20,000.00. Will you take care of requesting the others 
for contribution of their share of the balance? I suggest that 
the funds be wired into the AIDC account (account number 008942- 
540-0 at Worthen National Bank of Arkansas) from which expenses 
will be paid (and deducted by Jim Guy and me for U.S. income 
taxes purposes) . If you have any questions in regard to this 
please let me know. 

Concerning the Seattle trip, and the visit to Arkansas by 
the Indonesian business delegation, please be advised that we 
will not know until early next week whether or not the President 
will attend the signing of the sister state relationship 
agreement in Seattle. Mack and Mark Middleton indicate that it 
will be a determination made by the Director of National 
Security; and that the human rights controversy surrounding East 


i EXHIBIT 

I 

this morning when I was calling 


AIDC 005381 




Riady, Mr. James 
October 20, 1993 
Page 2 
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CONriDENTIAL 


Temor may be an impediment that will have to be overcome. I note 
that Doug Bufford is speaking with Bruce Lindsey about this, this 
week; John Huang has spoken directly to the President and the 
President has indicated, in general, that he is agreeable to do 
it; and I have urged Mack to get a favorable response from Nancy 
Sodderbury in order to give the maximum impact to the sister 
state relationship. However, I believe that there is some doubt 
as to whether or not the President will do it. If he will, then 
it can be done on the morning of November 19th. But, I don't 
think we will know an answer to this until early next week. I 
know that this has a bearing on whether you want to bring a 
delegation of the business people from Jakarta to the United 
States and on to Arkansas . Consequently, I am trying to get an 
answer as soon we can. 

Concerning the China situation, please be advised to as 
follows : 

I have talked with the people at JB Hunt who are anxious to 
make an exploratory trip to China with a view to entering into an 
80% - 20% joint venture with AIDC/Lippo, and will pay a 
$250,000.00 fee to AIDC if the transaction is pursued. I have 
also spoken with the Tyson people who have indicated an interest 
in also making an exploratory trip and entering into a 80% - 20% 
partnership if transaction is pursued. I did not request the 
"Tyson people to pay a $250,000.00 fee because they have 
representatives in the area and indicate that they are also 
expending funds to pursue these opportunities. Both the Tyson 
and the JB Hunt people express a particular interest in the 
possibility of being able to distribute poultry, or manage 
transportation for the Ministry of Internal Trade. The Vice- 
Minister of the Ministry of Trade indicated strongly to us at our 
meeting on Saturday that he was desirous of pursuing these 
matters. I'm asking Joe Sung to follow up on the scope of the 
requirements of the Ministry of Internal Trade in this regard; 
but I believe that they are large. 

I have also met with the representatives of Entergy who are 
also anxious to pursue a joint venture on the Shandong power 
project; on the basis that we would co-investments (although a 
substantial portion of the Lippo investment would likely be 
shared in by other investors) ; with Entergy understanding that 
Lippo would be the general contractor for the improvements, and 
that there would be a goodwill factor plugged into the 
partnership, including a .01% cash fee (on a targeted investment 
of $50,000,000, or $500,000). Entergy representatives indicate a 
desired to negotiate for an effective return in excess of 15%. 
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All of the representatives of Hunt, Tyson, and Entergy have 
indicated a desire to make the trip during the last week of 
November, or the first week of December. Mark Middleton advises 
me that the White House is going to sponsor a trade mission to 
China in January which they want to invite us to join. It would 
be nice if we could sign the definitive agreements on the three 
Arkansas projects when that trade mission is .held, with 
representatives of the Arkansas companies participating in the 
trade mission. I need your input in to this. 

Please let me hear from you as soon as possible. 


Very truly yours, 

C. J. Giroir, 


Jr. 


CJG : cgb 
<30\riadyl0.020 
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ARKANSAS INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
111 Center street 
Suite 1900 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
(soil 372-3000 


September 26 , 1994 


Mr. & Mrs. Paul Berry 
Paul Berry & Associates 
One Bank Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Dear Paul and Mary: 

The Lippo Group (the Riady family) and Arkansas 
International Development Corporation wish to invite you to be 
our guest to attend the APEC Conference in Jakarta, Indonesia, 
representing Arkansas business, and we will provide you with 
first class airline transportation and hotel accommodations. 

In order to facilitate the reservations I need for you to 
contact Linda Brown, at Poe Travel, 1-800-727-1960. Please 
specify that you are calling in regard to the Arkansas 
International Development Corporation group. 

So that you know what the options are, let me give you the 
overall timetable. The APEC meeting in Jakarta will be November 
14 - 16, 1994. To break the trip up, some plan to make an 
interim atop in Hong Kong; and some plan to go directly to 
Jakarta. Almost everyone plans to stop in Bali for four or more 
days following the APEC meeting and I hope that you can make 
this . 


For those going direct it is necessary to leave by Friday 
afternoon, November 11th in order to arrive by Sunday afternoon 
November 13th (because of the 14 hour loss of time) . For those 
wanting to break the trip, they are planning to leave on November 
9th, stay in Hong Kong from November 11th through November 13th, 
and continue to Jakarta on November 13, 1994. Everyone is 
tailoring their return from Bali, (you can make it back on same 
day because of the time change) to meet their individual 
circumstances. We will make optional arrangements for 
entertainment and meetings in Hong Kong. 

It is not necessapr that you correlate your flight schedule^^"^^^?^^ 
with anyone else; but if you desire to do so my secretary Cindy ^ sAni i 
Bedsole or Linda Brown at Poe Travel can give you the I 

alternatives . \i CC£>.-3. 


AIDC 005142 
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Mr. & Mrs. Paul Berry 
September 26 , 1994 
Page 2 


I will give you a more definitive schedule of events next 
week. I hope you can join us. We will have an interesting group 
including a number of your friends. 

Very truly yours, 


C. J. Giroir, Jr. 


CJG : cgb 

430\apec\fierry. 926 
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M E 

MORANDUM 


DATE: 

September 21, 1994 


TO; 

John Huang 


FROM: 

Joe Hanna 


RE: 

Arkansas Delegation List 



Please find below the list o( names prepared by JTR and Joe Giroir representing the 
Arkansas delegation to APEC. 

1. Senator David Pryor (Barbara) . 

2. Gov. Jim Guy Tucker (Betty) 

3. Joseph Giroir (Janinne) 

4. Mark Grobmyer (Libby) 

5. Douglas Buford (Julie) 

6. Harry Ward (Betty Joe) 

7. Paul Willmuth (alone) 

8. Steve Humphries (alone) 

9. James Atkins (Kahleen) 

10. James Blair (Dianne) 

1 1 . (Curt Bradbury (Chucky) 

12. Gary Smith (in case Curt does not go) 

13. Warren Stephens (Harriet) (REGRETTED) 

14. Beverly Lindsey (alone) 

15. Webster Hubbel (Suzanna) 

16. Del Boyette (alone) 

17. Charles Sloan (alone) 

18. Sandy Ledbetter (alone) 

19. Mark AOen (alone) 

20. Charles Charlau 

21. Truman Arnold 

22. Phil Harrington 

23. Paul Berry 
24 Brian Hunt 
25. Ken Oberg 

26 John Steuri (Grace) 

27. Terry Ogletree 

: EXHIBIT 

I CDg>-4 


COMMITTEE ACCESS 
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To : Mack McLarty 
John Podesta 

From: Bruce Lindsey 

Re: Arkansas Delegation to APEC 




I spoke with John Tisdale and Doug Buford yesterday about 
the Arkansas "delegation'* to the APEC Conference in Indonesia. 
The list has been whittled down to the following: 


/Alan and Jean Sugg 
>/ Wayne and Francis Cranford 
Mark and Libby Grobnyer 
Alice WaltQn 

A representative of Systematics 
A representative of Entergy 
Paul Berry (maybe) 

All, except Paul Berry, appear to have some legitimate reason for 
being there. Mark Grobmve c, is cheu rman of the International 
Business Committee of the Little Rock Chamber of Commerce, the 
University of Arkansas is signing .s QiBe sort of exchange program 
with an university in Indonesia, etc. Doug , who negotiated the 
revised list with James Riady, asked ab^ C^his Status ." He 
clearly would like to go, but will do wha^ver' we want. He 
believes his presence will help to "control" the group. As you 
know, Doug is Pres ident-el ect of the i^ircle "Rock Chamber of 
Commerce which might justify his inclusion. 


The delegation does not eypect to dn an uthinn with President 
Clinton, -but would like to be invited to the American reception 
hosted hy of Commerce and to Cl inton*s speech to 

the conference, if the speec h is open to outside guest. 


James Riady and his father would like to have the 
opportunity to visit briefly with President Clinton in the hotel 
during the visit. James has been reasonable in culling the list, 
and I think we should try to schedule a 15 minute meeting for 
then. 



(k 


3 EXHtBiT I 

I I 


E.OP 
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KEKORAKDOM 


TOj 

FROM: 

DATBi 

RSr 



DOUG 


January X6, 190£ 

BACKGROUHD FOR IRA'S HBETIKG WITH JAMES RIADY 


James Riady'a family invested in Korthen Banking Corporation in 
Little Rook, Arkensea, about 1984. Janee, about 25 then, moved 
to Arkansas and worked for the corporation. Ha net and became a 
friend of then Governor Clinton. After aeveral yeara in 
Arkansas^ Janes returned to Indonesia to work with his family 
businesses, The Llppo Group. 

The Lippo Group has numerous investments in the United States 
and Offices in Los Angeles. During the 1992 campaign, Janes and 
the head of hie United States operation, John Huang, were very 
supportive. 

The Lippo Group has been recognized as one of the five leading 
business entities in Asia. They have listed companies in 
Jakarta, Hong Xong, and Singapore. 

If you would like any additional information, please call me at 
901-371-0606 any time. 



COMMITTEE ACCESS 
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[The deposition of Mickey Kantor follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 


DEPOSITION OF: MICKEY KANTOR 

Friday, August 8, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 8:10 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Barbara 
Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel; David A. Kass, Investigative Coimsel; Ken- 
neth Ballen, Minority Chief Investigative Counsel; Michael J. Raphael, Minority 
Counsel; and Matthew H. Joseph, Minority Counsel. 

For MR. KANTOR: 

LAWRENCE S. ROBBINS, ESQ. 

SEAN P. MOYLAN, ESQ. 

Mayer, Brown & Platt 

2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 2000^1^2 

Ms. Comstock. Good morning. On behalf of the members of the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, I would like to welcome you this morning, Mr. 
Kantor, and thank you for appearing here today. 

This proceeding is known as a deposition. The person transcribing this proceeding 
is a House reporter and notary public. I would like to now request that the reporter 
place you under oath. 

THEREUPON, MICHAEL KANTOR, a witness, was called for examination by 

Counsel, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as 

follows: 

Ms. Comstock I would like to note for the record those who are present this 
morning at the be^nning of the deposition. My name is Barbara Comstock. I am 
the designated Majority counsel for the Committee. I am acconmanied here this 
morning Iw David Kass, who is also with the Majority staff. Ken Ballen is the des- 
ignated Minority counsel for the Committee this morning. Mr. Ballen is accom- 
panied by Michael Raphael and Michael Joseph, who are also with the Minority 
staff. 

I am sorry. That is Matthew Joseph. 

The deponent is Mr. Kantor this morning, who is represented by Larry Robbins. 

Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, be- 
cause you have been placed under oath, your testimony here this morning has the 
same force and effect as if you were te^fying before me Committee or in a court- 
room. 

If I ask you about conversations you have had in the past and you are unable 
to recall the exact words used in the conversation, you may state that you are un- 
able to recall those exact words and then you may give me the gist or substance 
of any conversation to the best of your recollection. 

If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, please give me 
your best recollection of those events or parts of conversations that you do recall. 

If I ask you whether you have any information upon a particular subject, and you 
have overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding it or have seen 
correspondence or documentation regarmng it, please tell me that you do have such 
information and indicate the source, either a conversation or dociunentation or oth- 
erwise, from which you have derived such knowledge. If for any reason you have 
knowledge about topics and are not disclosing that information, we would ask that 
you provide the privilege or reason for not doing so. 

Before we begin the questioning, I would like to give you some background about 
the investigation and your appearance here. 

Pursuant to its authority under House Rules X and XI of the House of Represent- 
atives, the Committee is engaged in a review of possible political ffind-raising impro- 
prieties and possible violations of law under the Committee’s jurisdiction. 



1143 


Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139 summarizes the Committee’s inves- 
tigation as of June 19th, 1997, and encompasses any new matters which .arise di- 
rectly or indirectly in the course of the investigation. Also, pages 4 through 11 of 
the report explain the background of the investigation. All questions related directly 
or indirectly to these issues or areas which are discussed in the report, or questions 
which have a tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less 
probable than it would be without the evidence, are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167, which passed the full House on June 20th, 1997. 
Committee Rule 20, of which you received a copy, outlines the ground rules for the 
deposition. 

Majority and Minority Committee counsels will ask you questions regarding the 
subject matter of the investigation. Minority counsel will ask questions after Major- 
ity counsel has finished. After the Minority counsel has completed questioning you, 
a new round of questioning may begin. 

Members of Cfongress who wish to ask questions will be afforded an immediate 
opportunity to ask any questions at any time when they may be present at the depo- 
sition. When they are finished. Committee counsel will then resume questioning. 

Pursuant to the Committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of your rights. Any objection raised during the course of the deposition 
shall be stated for the record by your attorney. If the witness is instructed not to 
answer a question by his attorney or otherwise refuses to answer a question. Major- 
ity and Minority counsel will confer to determine whether the objection is proper. 
If Majority and Minority counsels agree that a question is proper, the witness will 
be asked to answer the question. If an objection is not withdrawn, the Chairman 
or a Member designated by the Chairman may decide whether the objection is prop- 
er. 

'This deposition is considered as taken in executive session of the Committee, 
which means it may not be made public without the consent of the Committee, pur- 
suant to clause 2(k)7 of House Rule XI. You are asked to abide by the Rules of the 
House and not discuss with anyone, other than your attorney, this deposition and 
the issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit suggested changes 
to the Chairman. We can, with the agreement of the Minority, extend that 5 days, 
and we can also mail the transcript to you if your scheduled needs necessitate. 

The Witness. Thank you. 

Ms. Comstock. The toanscript will be made available at the Committee office or, 
again, we can mail it to you. We do ask that you sign a nondisclosure form on that. 

Committee staff may make any typographical and technical changes requested by 
you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments to the 
deposition transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting 
the changes and a statement of your reasons for each proposed change. A letter re- 
questing any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments must 
be signed by you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amend- 
ments shall be included as an appendix to the transcript, conditioned upon your 
simng of the transcript. 

Do you understand everything we have gone over so far? 

The Witness. Yes, I do. 

Ms. Comstock. Do you have any questions about anything we have gone over so 
far? 

The Witness. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Ms. Comstock, I need to make a comment on what you 
read. You stated that the Chairman may make a ruling on any objection. Any objec- 
tion as to pertinency or relevancy is up to the Committee. Any objection that the 
Chair decides upon may be appealed to the full Committee. The Committee is the 
arbiter ultimately of pertinency — ^thank you — under House Rule XI 2(k)8. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. I just wanted to go over some ground rules initially. 

The Witness. Sure. 

Ms. Comstock. I will be asking you questions concerning the subject matter of 
this investigation. If you don’t understand a question, please say so and I will repeat 
it or rephrase it so that you do understand the question. 

Do you understand that you should tell me if you do not understand my ques- 
tions? 

The Witness. Yes, I understand that. 

Ms. Comstock. The reporter will be taking down everything we say and will 
make a written record of the deposition. You must give verbal, audible answers be- 
cause the reporter cannot record what a nod of the head or other gesture means. 
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If you can’t hear me, please say so and I will repeat the question or have the court 
reporter read the question to you. 

If you don’t know the answer to the question, simply say you do not know. We 
are not asking you to merely speculate or guess. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes, I do. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. I would ask that you wait until I finish each question be- 
fore answering, and I will wait until you finish your answer before I ask the next 
question. 

Do you understand that this will assist the reporter to make a clear record, be- 
cause she cannot take down what we are both saying at the same time? 

The Witness. Yes, I understand that. 

Ms. Comstock All right. Your testimony is being taken under oath, as if we were 
in coiut. It will be assumed that you understand the questions and answers and 
that they are intended to be responsive to those questions and answers. Do you un- 
derstand that? 

'The Witness. Yes, I understand that, as well. 

Ms. Comstock Aie you here voluntarily this morning or are you here as a result 
of a subpoena? 

Mr. Robbins. He hasn’t received a subpoena. 

Ms. Comstock Do you have any questions about the deposition before we begin? 

The Witness. No, 1 don’t. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Could you please state your full name and address for the record, 
please? 

Answer. Michael Kantor, [redacted]. 

Question. Okay. Could you mve us your background from college forward, please? 

Answer. I graduated finm Vanderbilt University in 1961 with a Bachelor of Arts. 
I was a UniW States Naval officer from 1961 to 1965. I went to Georgetown night 
school and worked in the — ^with the Small Business Administration trom 1964 to 
1968. I was a legal services lawyer fit>m 1968 until 1972, the summer of ’72. I 
worked on the McGovern for President campaign from August 1st, 1972, until the 
end of that campaign. After President McGovern was elect«i — oh, that’s right. We 
didn’t win. A little levity. 

Question. I recall that night. 

Answer. 1973, I began to practice law at the law firm of Manatt Phelps & 
Rothenberg in Los Angeles, California. I am sorry. 1973, 1974, 1 was campaign 
chairman for Alan Cranston of the United States Senate in California. In 1975— 
I am sorry — ^I began as a pairtner of the law firm of Manatt Phelps & Rothenberg, 
and which later ^ame Manatt Phelps Phillips and Kantor, in Los Angeles, Califor- 
nia. 

In 1991 — and I will skip all the dvic and community activities. I assiune you don’t 
want that. In 1991, 1 became chair of the Clinton for Ihiesident Campai^. On Janu- 
ary 21, 1993, I was sworn in as the United States Trade Representative. On April 
12, 19^, I was sworn in as Secretary of Commerce. I left that position on January 
23rd, 1997. On March 1st, 1997, 1 became a partner in the law fum of Mayer Brown 
& Platt, and a senior advisor to the investment firm of Morgan Stanley, and a dis- 
tinguished lecturer at the Annenberg School of Communications at the University 
of Southern California. 

Question. Okay. In 1991, when you were chairman of the Clinton for President 
Campaign, was ffiat a full-time position? 

Answer. Not initially. 

Question. Okay. Did you leave your law firm at some point? 

Answer. Well, I never left my law firm because it never was full-time, but it is — 
as the campaim proceeded and as the then Governor, soon to be President, became 
the nominee, I spent more and more time on the campaign and nearly full-time by 
the end of the campaign. 

Question. Were you stationed in Little Rock during the campaign or did you stay 
in California? 

Answer. We moved to Little Rock, Arkansas, in July 1992. 

Question. Okay. Prior to that time, were you based in California stiU? 

Answer. Los Angeles, yes. 

Question. When you worked with the firm of Manatt Phelps, did you ever have 
any dealings with any affiliate of the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware, at the time when you were at the firm, that the Lippo 
Group or any affiliates were a client of the firm? 
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Answer. I can’t recall at that point if I was aware of the Lippo Group as a client 
I later learned they were a client of the law firm. 

Question. Okay. Do you know when you learned of that? 

Answer. I can’t specifically recall but it was — can’t specifically recall. It was 
sometime in 1993 or 1994. 

Question. Okay. Do you recall how you learned of that? 

Answer. I learned liecause a meeting was requested by someone connected with 
the Lippo Group with me, and I had a policy not to meet with clients of or former 
clients of my law firm, which was a standara I adhered to all 4 years when I was 
in public service. And I refused to meet with someone because they were connected 
to Me Lippo Group. 

Question. Do you recall who brought that to your attention? 

Answer. One staff member of the USTR. It was probably someone in the general 
counsel’s office. 

Question. All right. Do you recall how you — ^was that person in the general coun- 
sel’s office in touch with your firm as to the firm’s clients? 

Answer. The general counsel’s office had a list of all the firm’s clients, in order 
they could check each meeting that I had to make sure that I would not violate the 
standard I had set for myself. 

Question. And would Mey have informed you of this by a memo or some type of 
documentation? 

Answer. I doubt it seriously. It was probably verbal, although I don’t specifically 
recall. 

Question. Okay. Do you know the process by which the general counsel’s office re- 
viewed this list of your firm’s former clients? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know who in the counsel’s office worked on such matters? 

Answer. It could have been any number of— any one of a number of lawyers. 

Question. Do you recall who it was who was attempting to meet with you in 1993 
or 1994? 

Answer. I later was told — I did not know at the time — that it was Mr. Riady, 
James Riady. 

Question. Do you recall when you were told that? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Was it some time in the past year or two? 

Answer. I just don’t recall. 

Question. Who hired you to be the campaign chairman for the Clinton campaim? 

Answer. If you could rephrase the question, I was never paid so I don’t tnink I 
was hired. 

Question. Okay. Who asked you to be the chairman? 

Answer. To serve. The then Governor of Arkansas, later to be President of the 
United States, President Clinton. 

Question. All right. And what were your duties in that position? 

Answer. Broadly speaking, to oversee all the functions of the campaign. 

Question. Did you hire other staff for the campaign in that role? 

Answer. I was involved from time to time in the hiring of staff, but I was not di- 
rectly involved in the hiring of each and every person. 

Question. Were you involved in hiring any fund-raisers for the campai^? 

Answer. I don’t specifically recall. I may have been consulted on the mring of peo- 
ple involved in the fund-raising operation but I couldn’t recall anyone specifically 
at this point. 

Question. All right. Do you know generally who was in — ^who you worked with 
who was in charge of fund-raising in me 1992 campaign? 

Answer. Oh, I can recall the people, sure. 

Question. Who would those be? 

Answer. I can’t name them all, of course, because there were a number of people 
who voluntarily worked on the campaign, but it was generally handled by Rahm 
Emanuel and Amy Zizic out of the Little Rock office. There were other people 
around the country who voluntarily or who were part of the payroll. I couldn’t obvi- 
ously name those people. They are too many, too numerous. 

Question. Were you famUiar with a $3.5 million loan by the Worthen Bank, what 
is known as a bridge loan, to the 1992 Clinton campaign in the spring of 1992? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You have no knowledge of anybody who was involved in facilitating that 
loan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. During the 1992 campaign, were you aware of any large number 
of contributions from an^ody affiliated with the Lippo Group? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. Or the Riadys? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever meet with James Riady during the 1992 canmaign? 

Answer. I can recall meeting James Riady at a reception in Little Rock sometime 
in the late summer of 1992, which involved about 150 people. 

Question. All right. And you recall meeting him on that occasion? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And did you have any discussion with him about who he was or what 
he did? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. All right. How did you know that you — ^how do you recall that you met 
him at that time? 

Answer. I mst recall it. I can’t specifically tell you why I recsJl it, but I do. 

Question. Do you recall knowing about him being a donor or a large donor to the 
campaign? 

Answer. I can’t recall but it would be — at this point I will just assmne, since it 
was a fund-raiser, and there were 150 people, I just will assume he was there be- 
cause he contributed to the campaign, but that is an assumption. It’s not based on 
knowledge. 

Question. All right. Were you aware of any large contribution by any particular 
donors being dire^d to the States in 1992, particularly in September and October 
of 1992? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Do you know what APAC is, the Asian Pacific Advisory Council, or did 
you have any contact with that during the 1992 campaign? 

Answer. You have — excuse me. I am Sony. You have asked two questions. 

Question. I am sorry. Do you know what APAC is? 

Answer. Yes, I know what APEC is. The Asian Pacific Economic Conference is an 
organization of 17 nations who are involved in trade negotiations. 

Question. Okay. Do you know an organization called APAC, APAC, the Asian Pa- 
cific Advisory Council? 

Mr. Robbins. She is not talking about foreign affairs. She is talking about fund- 
raising. 

The Witness. I apologize. No, I have never heard of that. To my knowledge, I 
have never heard of that organization. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 


Question. Okay. 

Answer. I am sorry. 

Mr. Robbins. That’s all right. 

The Witness. I wanted to start talking about trade. 

examination by MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. I am showing the witness a document that is marked E619. I be- 
lieve it is from the DNC. It is a memo to Dalia Traynham from Melinda Yee, re 
RHB’s schedule, which is Ron Brown’s schedule for September 14th, 1992. It is a 
proposed schedule for Mr. Brown when he was chairman of the DNC in 1992. 

Directing yoim attention to Friday, September 18th, 1992, on that schedule, there 
is a 

Answer. What date? I am sorry. I apologize. 

Question. It is the 18th. I am soriy. It is difficult to read on the copy. It says 
Thursday, September 17th above and then it says Friday, September 18th. 

Answer. Okay. Thank you. 

Question. It is difficult to read the copy that we have, but it references on the 
September 18th date an APAC vote event with the contact being Nora Lum in Tor- 
rance, California. And there is a meeting from 10:00 a.m. to 10:30, and at 10:30 to 
10:45. 

I would direct your attention to the cc on this memo. You are the second individ- 
ual that was cc’d on this, Mickey Kantor, on here. 

Do you recall — do you ever recall seeing this memo before? 

Answer. I have no recollection of this memo whatsoever. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if you attended an APAC vote event in — ^in or 
around September of 1992, in CaUfomia? 

Answer. I am virtually certain that I did not attend any event of this nature in 
California in 1992 in September. 

Question. Do you know who Nora Lum is? 
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Answer. I am not certain. I have only read the name Lum in newspapers. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if you ever met Ms. Lum in 1992? 

Answer. I have no recollection of ever meeting Ms. Lum in 1992. 

Question. Do you know if you have met her any time since 1992? 

Answer. I have no recollection of meeting Ms. Lum at any time since. 

Question. Do you know who Daha Traynham is? 

Answer. I am not sure. I don’t know. When I became Secretary of Commerce, 
there was a Dalia in the ofSce that had worked for Secretary Brown and I am not 
sure if it is the same person or not. 

Question. I think that may be the same person. 

Answer. If it is, of course, yes, I do know her. I am just not 

Question. The secretary. 

Answer. If it is, then, of course, I do know her and I met her on April 12th, 1996. 

Question. And did it— if this is the same Daha, or if the person that you are refer- 
ring to as Dalia was there when you arrived at the Commerce Department in April 
of 1996, did she stay on at the Commerce Department while you were there? 

Answer. Yes, she did. 

Question. All right. Did she 

Answer. If it is the same person, and I am not certain of that. 

Question. I understand. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. And did that individual that you are referring to as Dalia, did she stay 
on and work for you in any capacity in 1996? 

Answer. She worked in the Office of the Secretary, as she did when I arrived, and 
continued the duties that she had under Secretary Brown. 

Question. Okay. Do you have any knowledge of this Dalia that you are referring 
to-^o you know if her name is Daha Trajmham? 

Mr. Robbins. I think he answered that. 

The Witness. I am sorry. I have no recollection. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 


Question. Okay. 

Answer. If it is, if it is the same person, then I have answered the question. 

Question. Okay. Do you have any knowledge of how the woman that you know 
as Daha maintained any of the records of Secretary Brown during the transition be- 
tween Secretary Brown and your coming to the Commerce Department? 

Answer. I have no knowledge of that. 

Question. Okay. Have you — do you have any knowledge about Ms. Traynham 
shredding any documents from Mr. Brown’s office? 

Answer. I have no knowledge of that. 

Question. Do you know who Melinda Yee is? 

Answer. Yes, I know who MeUnda Yee is from newspaper accounts. 

Question. Okay. Did you meet her at any time during the campaign? 

Answer. Not to my — 1 don’t recall ever meeting Mehnda Yee diuing the campaign. 

Question. Again, do you know if you met her at any time during your service in 
the administration? 

Answer. I can’t ever remember meeting Ms. Yee at any time. I don’t recall any 
point where I met MeUnda Yee. 

Question. Okay. Do you have any knowledge about any organizations in California 
that were directed towards Asian Pacific fund-raising efforts in 1992? 

Answer. I have no specific knowledge whatsoever of any particular organization, 
Asian organization, who was involved in the 1992 fund-raising effort. 

Question. Were you aware of Ron Brown working with any particular Asian Pa- 
cific fund-raising groups in Cahfomia in 1992? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. I would like to make the memo of September 14th, 1992 
to Dalia Traynham from Melinda Yee Deposition Exhibit No. 1. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at end of the depo- 
sition.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Did you have contact with Webb Hubbell dming the 1992 campaign? 
Answer. Yes. 

Question. Can you describe what that contact was? 
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Answer. In order to answer that question, I have to give you some background. 
I met Webb HubbeU over 10 years ago when we were co-coimsel in two cases involv- 
ing Utigation in Indianapolis, Indiana and Little Rock, Arkansas. Mr. Hubbell had 
been retained by the law firm of Davis Polk, which is a New York law firm, to rep- 
resent an insurance company, and I was also retained by that insurance company 
to be co-counsel with Mr. Hubbell after Davis Polk had brought him in as local 
counsel. We worked together on those cases and became very close friends as a re- 
sult of that. 

We kept in touch over the years after the cases had been completed and, of 
course, when my family moved to Little Rock we maintained that relationship. And 
so our conversations during 1992 could have ranged from social to political with ev- 
erything in between. 

Question. Okay. Was that the Sun-America work that you referred to? 

Answer. It was Sun Life of Atlanta, Georgia at that point, much — it was then 
known as Sun-America. 

Question. Was that Mr. Eh Broad? 

Answer. He was the chief executive officer, but I really worked directly for Dan 
Kelly, who was the general counsel. 

Question. Were there particular matters that you worked with Mr. Hubbell on 
during the 1992 campaign? 

Answer. From time to time we would discuss certain issues in general or specifi- 
cally, but I can’t recall particular matters that we worked on together. 

Question. Okay. When issues pertaining to Whitewater in 1992 arose in the cam- 
paign, did you work with Mr. Hubbell on any of those matters? 

Answer. I can’t recall any specific conversation with Mr. Hubbell regarding that 
issue when it arose. However, I assume that others in the campaign were in contact 
with him, including Jim Lyons, who wrote the report during the campaign to try 
to clarify the matter. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if you were in touch with Mr. Lyons on those mat- 
ters? 

Answer. Oh, yes, I was. 

Question. All right. And what was your role in working with Mr. Lyons on that 
matter? 

Mr. Ballen. I am going to object to the relevancy of the question as to what Mr. 
Kantor did on Whitewater during the 1992 campaign. I did not realize we were 
going to have an investigation of Whitewater. That has already been investigated 
by Independent Counsel and a full 2 years of Senate hearing. If we are going to 
relive all of that, we are going to object unless you can explain how it rmates to 
the resolution. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. We are discussing Mr. Hubbell, which you have indicated that 
Mr. Hubbell probably had worked on these matters, and I also wanted to, in relation 
to that,, discuss what your role was in that. 

Mr. Robbins. Now, there is a pending objection, which I think 1 would like to 
echo. I assume at some point you are going to bring this around to fund-raising, 
which you told us at the outset, I made a note, that your jurisdiction is fund-raising 
improprieties. Are you planning to get to any of those this morning? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. I also referred to, in the opening, the Committee Report 105- 
139, which outlines a number of areas. We could go through those areas if you 
would like to discuss the various areas. 

Mr. Robbins. Can you point to the one that deals with this report on Whitewater 
done during the 1992 campaign? If you could just direct me to the part that talks 
about Whitewater. 

Ms. Comstock Reading from House Report 105-139, matters pertaining to Web- 
ster Hubbell, it is in a paragraph in the report, which is all legal matters arising 
out of or in connection with work conducted by Mr. Hubbell. It also discusses all 
contacts ivith Mr. Hubbell by the President, First Lady, James Blair, Mickey 
Kantor, who is the deponent today, and a number of other witnesses. It is also aU 
contact with Federal agency officials. It goes on also to discuss, at the bottom of 
page 3, all contacts with Democratic fund-raisers and/or donors and any attempts 
at obstructing any investigations relating to Webster Hubbell, the Rose Law Firm, 
the First Lady and/or the President. 

I believe the Whitewater matter was in connection with the Rose Law Firm. Is 
that correct, Mr. Kantor? 

Mr. Ballen. There is a pending objection. 
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Mr. Robbins. The objection is that when you — ^if you want to talk about his rela- 
tionship with Mr. Hubbell, he is prepared to answer the question. If you want to 
talk about what was reported on during the campaign about Whitewater, I haven’t 
heard that itemized in that laundry list you just gave us. If you would hke to get 
to Webb HubbeU relationships, you are free to do that and he is prepared to answer 
each and every question you have got as soon as you get to it. 

Ms. Comstock Mr. Kantor has already indicated that Mr. Hubbell did work on 
Whitewater matters. 

The Witness. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Robbins. That’s your testimony. 

The Witness. If I could clarify, and if I misstated it, I apologize, I think I made 
it clear that I wasn’t specifically aware, nor do I recall Mr. Hubbell working on so- 
called Whitewater during the 1992 campaign. I worked with Mr. Lyons, who was 
commissioned to do a report on that matter. I did not work with Mr. Hubbell on 
that matter. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. To your knowledge, did Mr. Lyons work with Mr. Hubbell on that mat- 
ter? 

Answer. You would have to ask Mr. Lyons. 

Question. Okay. And you have no knowledge of Mr. Lyons working with Mr. Hub- 
beU? 

Answer. Mr. Lyons handled that himself, and I don’t know whether he did or he 
didn’t. 

Question. Okay. Were you aware of any problems that Mr. HubbeU had with the 
Rose Law Firm in 1992? 

Answer. In 1992? No. 

Question. Okay. Were you aware of any issues related to biUing disputes in 1992? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of any, fixim your working with Mr. Lyons on the 
Whitewater reports, were you aware of any issues connected with Mr. HubbeU in 
relation to Whitewater matters? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with the President or the First Lady 
about any Whitewater matters related to Mr. HubbeU? 

Mr. Robbins. Let me just — the phrase “any Whitewater matters relating to Mr. 
HubbeU” I find — I personaUy — maybe Mr. Kantor is better at deciphering words like 
that. I haven’t the faintest idea what that sentence means. Whitewater matters re- 
lating to Mr. HubbeU? What do you mean by Whitewater matters? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. If the witness, in discussing any of these matters with the President or 
the First Lady, this is Whitewater matters, if any of these matters related to Mr. 
HubbeU in connection with Whitewater atrose in those discussions? 

Mr. Robbins. See, the problem is that Whitewater has become the aU-purpose jar- 
gon in this city to describe absolutely anything that people want to use to criticize 
the incumbent administration or the people ftat work for it. And I don’t know if 
you are usin^ it in a coUoquial sense, I don’t know if you are using it in a narrow 
way to describe a particular land transaction in Arkansas, or somewhere in be- 
tween. And maybe Mr. Kantor can read your mind but I can’t. So if you want to 
tell him what you mean by that sentence, by what you mean by Whitewater mat- 
ters, you can do that, but I won’t let him answer a question that is phrased in that 
way. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. We are talking in the 1992 time frame about the real estate trans- 
actions and various issues that arose in that, and whether in the context of your 
conversations with the President or First Lady, if any matters related to Webster 
HubbeU in that context arose? 

Answer. With regard to that real estate transaction, as you have phrased the 
question, I have never discussed that transaction with the President or the First 
Lady that in any way relates to Webb Hubbell. 

Question. Okay. Did you — ^at the end of the campaign, did you then work on the 
transition? 

Answer. I was a member of the transition board of directors. 

Question. Okay. What was your role in that position? 
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Answer. Well, as a member of the board, we discussed generally the organization 
and shape of the new administration. However, I had a specific assignment in orga- 
nizing and directing the so-called economic conference which was held in Little Rock 
in early December 1992. 

Question. Okay. And did there come a time when you were appointed to be — to 
head up the USTR office? 

Answer. Yes. The President announced his choice of me for that position on De- 
cember 24, 1992. 

Question. And had the President himself asked you to take that position? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Were you involved in considering other people for positions in the ad- 
ministration? 

Answer. The transaction board generally discussed a whole host of names of peo- 
ple who would be qualified to serve in high positions of the administration. I can’t 
recall any specific discussions about positions and people who would be best suited 
to serve in those positions. 

Question. Were you involved in any vetting of any nominees for any positions? 

Answer. No. 

Question. During the 1992 campaign, how often did you see Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Could you clarify that question, because it — I don’t know what the impli- 
cation is. Tell me — because we saw Mr. HubbeU and his family quite often on a so- 
cial basis. If you are asking professionally or politically, that’s a different question. 
So if you could clarify it, it would help me. 

Question. I believe you have testified that you moved to Little Rock in the sum- 
mer of 1992. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. At that time, did you see Mr. Hubbell then frequently socially? 

Answer. Oh, yes, and his family. 

Question. All right. Did you also work with him on a day-to-day basis? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. How often did you work with him on campaign matters? 

Answer. Mr. Hubbell did not work on the campaign. He was not part of it. We 
would talk from time to time generally about how the campaign was going, but he 
was not a part of the campaign in terms of working on it on a day-to-day basis. 

Question. When you moved to Washington to be part of the administration, did 
you also keep in touch with Mr. Hubbell at that time socially also? 

Answer. Yes. Just to be — to totally round this out, my family moved back to Los 
Angeles after the President was elected on November 5th. I lived with Mr. Hubbell 
and his family for 6 weeks during the transition process before I came to Washing- 
ton to prepare myself for my confirmation hearings and to take over the job as 
United States Trade Representative. 

Question. During that time when you were with Mr. Hubbell or anytime after 
that, did you learn that he had documents that he had maintained from the cam- 
paign regarding Whitewater? 

Answer. Not specifically, and I am not sure what time frame you are talking 
about. 

Question. Maybe initially the time frame 

Answer. I am sorry. You will have to be more specific. I apologize. 

Question. The time frame when you lived with Mr. Hubbell, were you aware of 
him maintaining documents relating to Whitewater that had been gathered during 
the campaign? 

Answer. I don’t recall any specific conversations, except I generally knew that 
campaign documents maintained by certain people in the campaign had been gath- 
ered together and had been stored under Mr. Hubbell’s jurisdiction. 

Question. Okay. How did you learn about that? 

Mr. Robbins. Just one thing. Your question, as I heard it, had to do with White- 
water documents. Now, are you using Whitewater, again, to refer to a land trans- 
action in Arkansas? 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. I am referring to documents that were gathered during the campaign, 
whatever 

Answer. I understood you meant just generally documents, because I don’t know 
what the — let’s just — I can answer it. 

Mr. Robbins. Okay. Go ahead. 
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The Witness. Generally, I was generally aware that Mr. Hubbell had certain doc- 
uments from the campaign under his jurisdiction. I had no idea what those docu- 
ments were and never saw them. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Okay. Do you know if some of them were legal documents? 

Answer. I have no idea what they were. 

Question. And how did you learn that he had gathered some type of dociunents 
from the campaign? 

Mr. Ballen. I don’t believe that was his testimony. His testimony was that docu- 
ments — not that Mr. Hubbell had gathered the documents. 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. You were aware that he had documents in his possession from the cam- 
paign, is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, and 1 had no idea what those dociunents were. I never inquired. I 
never saw the documents. I don’t know to this day what they were. 

Question. I understand. How did you learn that he had those dociunents? 

Answer. I can only — shouldn’t assume but I am going to for this piupose. I 
would only assume that he must have told me. 

Question. All right. But do you recall him telling you anjdhing? 

Answer. I don’t recall that. I don’t recall how I learned it. 

Question. Okay. 

Mr. Robbins. I also don’t want the record to have any suggestion that these docu- 
ments are Whitewater within the meaning of the prior question simply because that 
word was used somewhere, embedded in one of the chain of questions that led to 
the last answer. 

Ms. Comstock I think the witness’ testimony is clear that he didn’t know what 
the particular documents were. 

Mr. Ballen. I am also going to object, again, for the record to these kind of ques- 
tions, this line of questiomng. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that those documents — that 
documents that had been maintained during the campaign had been transferred to 
Washington in 1993 at any time? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically. However, I think I recall newspaper articles of 
some kind at some point saying that they had been brought here by Mr. Hubbell, 
but that’s all 1 understand. 

Question. Okay. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell maintaining docu- 
ments in his basement ttiat were generally campaign-related? 

Answer. I can’t recall. Frankly, there is, after all of these years, confusion as to 
what you have read in the newspaper and what someone may or may not have told 
you. I became aware at some point that the — I assume but I don’t know the docu- 
ments that you are talking about were maintained by Mr. Hubbell. I don’t know — 
where they were physically, I have no idea. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of how you learned about those? 

Answer. I can’t — 1 have — I can’t recall. 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that Mr. Hubbell was having 
legal problems with the Rose Law Firm? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How did you learn that? 

Answer. From Mr. Hubbell and from the newspapers. 

Question. AH right. And what did Mr. Hubbell tell you? 

Mr. Robbins. TeU him when? Do you have a date in mind? 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK: 

Question. 1 am asking, when did you learn of these matters — when did Mr. Hub- 
bell tell you of the problems? 

Mr. Robbins. When did he first tell him, or tenth time tell him or hundredth time 
tell him? Which time do you want? 

Ms. Comstock All of them. 

Mr. Robbins. All of them? Do you really want all of them in the answer to one 
question, or would you like to start with the first — the earhest conversations? 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. We can start with the first. 

Answer. I can’t recall a specific date. I do recall it was the spring of 1994, prob- 
ably early March. 

Question. And what did Mr. Hubbell tell you in that initial conversation? 

Answer. He told me that his law firm had raised the issue of a case he had han- 
dled for his father-in-law, regarding the payment of an expert witness, and that his 
law firm was upset that the expert witness fees had not been paid by his father- 
in-law and were attempting to-^r were claiming that Webb had — ^Webb Hubbell 
had an obligation to pay those fees, and he also indicated that there were certain 
other expenses or charges related to the law firm that were not properly docu- 
mented. 

Question. Okay. And what did he teU you about those expenses? 

Answer. Only that if he could have access to his files or his — or the dociunenta- 
tion, there woidd be no problem. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if he, in fact, had access to these documents? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. What did he teU you he was going to do about those problems? 

Answer. I don’t specifically recall, except that he seemed fully confident at that 
point that he could resolve these matters with his law firm. 

Question. Okay. And do you recall what you said to him? 

Answer. Not specifically, except that 1, as a friend, attempted to convince him that 
the quicker he could resolve the matter the better it would be for him. 

Question. Did he indicate with whom he had been speaking at the firm about 
these matters? 

Answer. He may have, but I don’t remember. I wouldn’t remember the name. 

Question. All right. Did you ever have any discussions with anybody at the Rose 
Law Firm? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In this initial conversation, do you recall if you had that in person or 
on the phone? 

Answer. I can’t recall. And I can’t even recall whether I read it first in a news- 
paper article or I was told first by Mr. Hubbell. I just can’t recall at this point. 

Question. All right. 

Mr. Robbins. By the way, Ms. Comstock, in an earlier question, a few questions 
ago, you asked did you ever have conversations with anyone at the Rose Law Firm. 
I assume that you meant by that any conversations with anyone at the Rose Law 
Firm concerning the subject of a dispute between Hubbell and the Rose Law Firm? 
Or were you sa 3 dng any conversations any time with anyone? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I was referring in the context of the questions about 

Answer. I understood it was in the context — I probably should say, in the context 
of what I think is March 1994. 

Question. Uh-huh. 

Answer. Obviously not 10 years or 7 or 8 years before when we handled litigation 
together. Obviously that would be a different situation. 

Question. Okay. I understand that. 

I am showing the witness a Wednesday, March 2nd, 1994, Washington Post arti- 
cle, which is entitled, quote, law firm probing Hubbell; billing irregularities alleged; 
Clinton aide denies. 

Does this refresh your recollection as to whether or not you read news articles 
before or after you spoke with Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. It doesn’t clarify in my mind whether I learned from Mr. Hubbell first 
or read this article first, or any other article for that matter. 

Question. Okay. Directing your attention to paragraph 2 of the article, it says, 
quote, the internal investigation began in the summer of 1992, and the firm is con- 
sidering notifying the Resolution Trust Corporation and several other major clients 
of billing irregularities, according to a source familiar with the matter. The firm also 
has heen weighing whether to inform the State Bar Association. 

Do you recall if you had any discussions with Mr. Hubbell about any matters re- 
lated to the RTC in this initial conversation? 

Answer. I can’t recall any specific conversation about the RTC. 

Question. We haven’t gone on to some of the other subsequent discussions you 
had, but do you generally have a recollection of discussing in subsequent — in initial 
or subsequent conversations with Mr. Hubbell any matters related to the RTC? 
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Answer. I don’t recall specific discussions about the RTC. However, to be — to be 
as clear as possible, if there was any discussion, it would have been only in the con- 
text of how Mr. Hubbell might justify his expenses which were under question. 

Question. Okay. Aside from talking with Mr. Hubbell or news accounts, did you 
have any other knowledge about anytiiing relating to these billing irregularities? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever talk with Jim Blair about any of these matters in or 
around March of 1994? 

Answer. I had one conversation with Jim Blair, that 1 can recall, in 19 — in March 
1994, but that involved a general conversation which lasted only a few minutes, con- 
cerning or regarding his conversation over the dispute between the Rose Law Firm 
and Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. And could you describe what that discussion was about? 

Answer. Well, I — I will describe what I can recall. It was a short conversation. 
Mr. Blair indicated to me that he thought the dispute between the Rose Law Firm 
and Mr. Hubbell was more serious than he had previously believed. 

Question. Is that all you recall about the conversation? 

Answer. That’s all I recall. 

Question. Did he say an 3 rthing to you about what he thought Mr. Hubbell should 
do? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. AU right. Do you recaU any other conversations that you had with Mr. 
Hubbell at or around March of 1994 about the bilhng irregularities, or about — ^in 
general? I mean, I am referring to the matters addressed in the March 2nd article 
and general matters relating to that in March of 1994. 

Answer. I don’t recall any more specific conversations than I have already de- 
scribed dutii^ that period of time. 

Question. Do you know if you had any discussions with anybody at the White 
House about the bilhng irregularities? 

Answer. I can’t recall any conversation with anyone at the White House about 
billing irregularities. 

Question. Or do you have any recollection of any discussions with anyone at the 
White House about Mr. Hubbell at or around March of 1994? 

Answer. Well, Mr. Hubbell just generally? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what were those discussions regarding? 

Answer. WeU, the only — the one conversation I can recall, and I can’t recall the 
date, I just know generally it was in this time period, is I had one conversation with 
Mr. McLarty, who was then chief of staff, who called to ask about how Webb was — 
Mr. HubbeU was doing, how difficult it was on him emotionally, and asked me my — 
frankly, my assessment as to what he might do. 

Question. What did you tell Mr. McLarty? 

Answer. As I recall, I told him that it was a difficult situation for Mr. Hubbell 
and that it was up to him as to what decision he was going to make, whether or 
not he remained at the Department of Justice. 

Question. When you say it was up to him, you mean him, Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Up to Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. And what did Mr. McLarty say to you? 

Answer. The conversation ended at that point. 

Question. Okay. Do you recall if this was before or after Mr. Hubbell resigned? 

Answer. From what I recaU, it probably occurred before he resigned, but I really — 
I can’t recaU, but the nature of the conversation that I recaU was such, it probably 
was before he resigned. But I can’t — I reaUy can’t recall at this point. 

Question. AU right. 

Ms. Comstock. I would like to make this Washington Post article of March 2nd, 
Deposition Exhibit No. 2. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-2 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I believe you previously indicated you didn’t know if you had — in this 
initial conversation if you had talked to Mr. HubbeU in person or on the phone. Is 
that correct? 

Answer. I just don’t recall. 

Question. Okay. I am showing the witness GRO 1169, which is 

Answer. I am sorry. I apologize. I did not hear you. 
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Question. This is a phone call record of March 2nd, 1994 that has been produced 
to the committee by Mr. Hubbell. It is marked GRO 1169. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. Produced to the committee by Mr. Hubbell? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. These were produced by Mr. Hubbell in 1995, 1 believe. They 
have also been produced this year by the Justice Department. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Directing your attention to the third entry on the phone call logs 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. It says Mickey Kantor, March 2nd, 8:15. 

Answer. I am sorry. Is it 8:15 or 3:15? I can’t tell. 

Question. I think it is 8:15 because the others on top look like 8s. It looks like 
it is in sequential order. 

Answer. Excuse me. Okay. 

Question. But, again, it is — well, if it is a 3, it looks fairly different on the page. 
Does this refresh your recollection as to whether or not you ever called Mr. Hubbell 
on the morning that this March 2nd article appeared in the Post? 

Answer. Well, if this record is accurate, it appears that I or my secretary did place 
a call, but it is not clear that we talk^. All it says is that Mickey Kantor tele- 
phoned and said to please call. So I don’t draw any conclusion from this. 

Question. Okay. And the phone number on the message, [redacted], is that your 
work phone number? 

Answer. It isn’t now. It was. 

Question. In 1994, that was your work phone number? 

Answer. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 3. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-^ was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is GRO 1172, another March 2nd, 1994 phone log. The second 
entry here reflects a telephone call to Mr. Hubbell at 2:50 from Mr. Kantor. Again 
the message reads, telephoned, please call. Does this refresh your recollection as to 
whether or not you may have spoken to Mr. Hubbell about the news article? 

Answer. As I said, I don’t recall that I spoke to him on that date or not. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 4. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-4 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. In your conversations with Mr. Hubbell, aside from the initial conversa- 
tion that you recalled, do you recall other conversations that you had with him lead- 
ing up to his resignation of March 14th, 1994? 

Mr. Robbins. I am sorry. Could I have the question read back, please? 

[The reporter read back as requested.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I am talking about your initial conversation about the billing irregular- 
ities. And if you could weilk us through any other conversations you had with him 
leading up to his resignation. 

Answer. If I could make it clear, and I am sorry if I didn’t, I don’t recall when 
the initial conversation took place. I had a number of conversations with Mr. Hub- 
bell during that period of time leading up to his resimation. I obviously can’t spe- 
cifically recall which conversation was the first and which one first raised the issue 
of biUing irregularities. However — ^because I don’t specifically recall that. However, 
I did have a niunber of conversations with him during that period of time. 

Question. Okay. And in those conversations, did he tell you anybody else that he 
had talked to about these matters? 

Answer. The only person I can specifically recall he referred to was John Nields, 
who I didn’t know at that point. And, of course, his wife, Suzy Hubbell. 

Question. Did he indicate whether he talked to the President about these matters? 

Answer. No. 

Question. No, he didn’t indicate? 

Answer. He didn’t indicate, and there was no indication whatsoever he talked to 
the President about these matters, then or ever. 

Question. And did he ever indicate if he talked with the First Lady about these 
matters? 
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Answer. He didn’t indicate he had talked to the First Lady about these matters, 
then or ever. 

Question. And do you know if he talked to Vernon Jordan about these matters 
prior to his resignation? 

Answer. I have no recollection that he said he had talked to Vernon Jordan about 
these matters. 

Question. Do you know if he talked to Michael Cardozo about these matters prior 
to Ws resignation? 

Answer. Michael Cardozo was involved in a conversation with me with Mr. Hub- 
bell, I believe in Mr. Hubbell’s living room for a few minutes during the weekend 
prior to his resignation. I can’t recall specifically whether or not we talked about 
billing irregularities or not, or merely talked generally about the — ^what appropriate 
action he should take. 

Question. Do you recall what was discussed with Mr. Cardozo and Mr. Hubbell 
on that day, at the time before the resignation? 

Answer. I don’t have a specific recollection. However, I believe we talked generally 
about whether or not Mr. Hubbell should resign. 

Question. Do you recall what you said about that? 

Answer. Generally, yes. 

Question. What did he tell Mr. Hubbell? 

Mr. Ballen. Was it at that time, that particular conversation with Mr. Cardozo, 
or in general? 

The Witness. During that weekend and at that conversation, I think it was the 
same. My advice was the same throughout the weekend. I was concerned about Mr. 
Hubbell as a Mend. I thought it would be difficult for him, given the allegations 
of ethical improprieties and the concerns of the law firm for him to clarify this mat- 
ter while remaining at the Justice Department. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. What was Mr. Hubbell’s response? 

Answer. During the weekend he came to a point where he agreed with what I 
said, but others said as well. 

Question. Do you know who the others were? 

Answer. Mr. Cardozo was one. I don’t know who the others were. 

Question. Do you recall what Mr. Cardozo said? 

Answer. Not specifically. 

Question. Do you know if Jim Blair had talked to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I have no recollection or any idea whether Jim Blair talked to Mr. Hub- 
bell or not. 

Question. Do you recall if you talked to Mr. Blair about Mr. Hubbell resigning? 

Answer. I think I described my conversation with Mr. Blair. 

Question. Did you discuss — I am sorry, did you discuss with him Mr. Hubbell re- 
signing? 

Answer. All I can recall is Mr. Blair telling me he thought the situation involving 
the law firm, the Rose law firm, and Mr. Hubbell was more serious than previously 
believed. 

Question. Did he tell you whether he thought Mr. Hubbell should resign? 

Answer. As I said, that is all 1 remember about the conversation. 

Question. I would like to also make another phone record, a phone call, Mr. 
Kantor to Mr. Hubbell, on March 3rd, 1994, Deposition Exhibit No. 5. 

It is a 9:55 call on March 3. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-5 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Robbins. I would like the record to reflect that this set of phone records, like 
the previous two that have been marked as exhibits, in fact do not reflect the year 
that these phone calls took place; and so all we have at this point is the assumption 
built into the series of questions that have been put to the witness. 

To my reading, all you can tell from these documents is the month and the day, 
but not the year. So to the extent that any prior question is premised on the as- 
sumption that it took place in 1994, I think tiie record should reflect that you can- 
not teU that from the face of the document, as far as I can see. 

Ms. Comstock That is correct. It is not on the dociunent itself It has been rep- 
resented to us by Mr. Hubbell and by the Justice Department as phone records from 
1994. 

Mr. Robbins. We are not — the witness and counsel are not disputing the year. 

Ms. Comstock. You are correcting what is on the 

Mr. Robbins. It is not obvious from the face of the document. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. I believe you had said over the weekend that Mr. Hubbell came to the 
realization that he should resign; is that correct? 

Answer. I think my words were that he made a decision that he should resign. 
Question. Could you describe that process, if there was an evolution of his think- 
ing on that? 

Answer. I can only generally describe it. I would not describe it as a process. 

Mr. Hubbell had a conversation, which I described, with me. I was there for a 
brief period of conversation with Mr. Cardozo. I don’t know who else Mr. Hubbell 
talked to among his friends, if anyone. And I — he came to the conclusion at some 
point during the weekend that he should resign. 

Question. What did he is say to you about (Jat? 

Answer. I can’t specifically recall. He just said he thought it would be in the best 
interest of his family and the situation for him to resign. 

Question. Did you have an understanding that he was going to do that immi- 
nently? 

Answer. 1 am sure at some point he must have described for me the timing of 
when he would announce that decision. 

Question. Did you assist him in any way in 

Answer. Not specifically. I can’t recall what I may have said. I may have generally 

f iven him advice as to what may be the most appropriate way in which to do it, 
ut it would only be general advice. 

Question. Do you recall what that was? 

Answer. No. No, I do not. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with Mr. McLarty what Mr. Hubbell would do in 
terms of jobs if he left the Justice Department? 

Answer. I have no recollection of any discussion with Mr. McLarty about Webb 
Hubbell and his employment after leaving the Justice Department. 

Question. To put it into the time frame, Mr. Hubbell resigned on a Monday, which 
was March 14, and the weekend preceding that was March 13, Sunday, and March 
12 . 

Were you aware of any meetings over the weekend at the White House in which 
Mr. Hubbell’s situation was discussed? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you participate any meetings at the White House over that week- 
end? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I am showing the witness a document which is marked EOF 20328, 
which has been identified to the committee as notes of Mack McLarty’s. They are 
undated. They have indicated that they are from at or around the time of March 
1994. 

Mr. Ballen. For the record, I do not — maybe it is because we haven’t been in- 
formed of it by the White House — we have never received an indication of when 
these notes were prepared. 

Ms. Comstock. The White House Counsel has indicated to us that these were 
notes of Mr. Mack McLarty. That was oral. Although there is not a date on them 
so that is their best estimate also. So I think the record reflects that these notes 
are undated handwritten notes of Mr. McLarty. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. The notes refer to Ron Perelman at the top, Truman Arnold; B, initial 
B, Rapoport, others. And then the next is consulting arrangements and then the 
document reads, law firms reluctant to touch him, and then — and then it reads 
Mickey to help, Vernon, and then there is sort of checks, kind of referring also to 
help, it appears, to above — ^but again this is my interpretation. And then the bottom 
is difficult to read; something about agreement, and then Christine. 

Does this refresh your recollection as to whether you had any discussion was Mr. 
McLarty about helping Mr. Hubbell on work or any consulting arrangements? 

Answer. I have obviously never seen this piece — I have no knowledge of these 
notes, whoever’s notes they are. 

Question. They have been represented by Mr. McLart/s attorney, to us and the 
White House orally, as McLarty’s notes. I apologize that we do not have a produc- 
tion log from the White House, and we have asked for one since March 4, 1994, but 
they have not provided us with any written explanation for these notes. We have 
had to rely on oral ones despite oiu" repeated requests. 

1 do apologize to the witness, but this is something the White House has not pro- 
vided us in written form. 
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Mr. Robbins. Let me ask you, you have reported that it has been represented to 
you that these are notes of Mr. McLarty. Has it also been represented to you with 
whom he was talking when he made these notes or with whom — what conversation 
these notes purport to memorialize? 

Ms. Comstock The White House counsel has referenced these as notes pertaining 
to Mr. Hubbell. 

Mr. Robbins. My question, you put a question to this witness — ^you asked him, 
does this refresh your recollection that you said something to Mr. McLarty that 
could have given rise to these notes. I am sure it was not your intention, but that 
kind of a question contains as a premise that it might actually have been Mr. 
Kantor who was speaking to Mr. McLarty and thus gave rise to these memos, to 
these notes. 

I am fairly certain that you know that it was not Mr. Kantor who spoke to Mr. 
McLarty in a way that was memorialized here, because in the very same represen- 
tation in which you were apparently told that these were Mr. McLart/s notes, I 
rather suspect that you were told who Mr. McLarty was talking to that gave rise 
to these notes; and my question is, as you sit here today, do you know from the 
same representation that you are referring to who it was McLarty was talking to 
that gave rise to these notes? 

Ms. Comstock There has been some reference in the newspapers. We have got- 
ten very general representations from the White House about these notes. We have 
not talked to Mr. McLarty at this time about these notes. 

I am just asking the witness very generaUy if he has any knowledge as to ever 
discussing with Mr. McLarty an 3 rthing about helping Mr. Hubbell. 

Mr. Robbins. I thought your question was, does it refresh your recollection? Usu- 
ally when lawyers ask questions like that, they mean to suggest that these are notes 
that could conceivably have been notes of a conversation between this witness. 

Ms. Comstock That is not what I said in my question. 

Mr. Robbins. That is not what you said. That is the premise of it. I suspect that 
you know pretty well who was on the other end of this telephone conversation. 

Ms. Comstock I don’t know that this was a telephone conversation. These notes 
were created, and we have not been given any representations as to how these notes 
were created. There have been some news reports about Mr. McLarty having con- 
versations with the First Lady about these, but I have no idea even if these are 
those notes. 

The Witness. Let me 

Ms. Comstock We will find out if anyone has any recollection about anything. 
These are notes which indicate, Mickey to help. I am just trying to see if you know 
anything about ever talking to Mr. McLarty about helping Mr. Hubbell in any kind 
of consulting arrangements or employment arrangements. 

The Witness. Let me try to answer the question without jousting anymore. 

One, I know nothing about these notes. 

Number two, I don’t know how these notes were generated. 

Number three, I don’t even know who “Mickey” refers to. 

Number four, I never had any discussion with Mr. McLarty during that period 
or subsequently about Mr. Hubbell’s pose government employment. However, I did 
have a conversation with Mr. McLarty during the weekend in question or on the 
Monday in question or during that next week regarding Mr. Hubbell’s general emo- 
tional condition and the condition of his family. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you know if in that conversation you ever had any — ^that you ever 
referenced to how you — that you were going to help Mr. Hubbell in any way? 

Answer. I have answered that question. I did not have any discussion with Mr. 
McLarty, to my recollection, about anything I was ever going to do about helping 
Mr. Hubbell or his family in any way. 

Question. Is there another Mickey that you know of that is somebody — an associ- 
ate of Mr. McLartys? 

Answer. I have no idea. I can’t answer that. 

Question. I am asking if you have any knowledge? 

Answer. You might ask Mr. McLarty. I don’t know. 

Question. 1 am asking if you have any knowledge of somebody named Mickey that 
Mr. McLarty 

Answer. Ms. Comstock, I am trying to be helpful to you. I know nothing about 
these notes. That is number one. 
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Number two, I think I talked to Mr. McLarty either over the weekend or on that 
Monday or sometime during that week. He generally inquired, and I discussed with 
him Mr. Hubbell’s situation and the situation regarding his family. 

We were all friends. I cared deeply about his family and his cfoldren, Walter and 
Caroline and Rebecca and Kelly, as well as his wife, Susan. But I have no idea what 
this means in these notes. 

Question. Did you ever hear Mr. McLarty say anything to the effect of law firms 
were reluctant to hire Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever hear anyone say anything to that effect 

Answer. I can’t recall. 

Question. At or around March of 1994? 

Answer. I can’t recall any conversation like that. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell seeking employment with 
law firms in the area at or around March of 1994 or in the months 

Answer. I have no specific recollection of that. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with Mr. Hubbell where he might look for work 
or what law firms he might approach? 

Answer. Only in the most general sense that I was concerned about Mr. Hubbell, 
about his family, given the nature of the allegations being made by the Rose Firm. 
It was generally clear to his friends that it would be difficult for him to find employ- 
ment until the situation was clarified. So we had general conversations, but I can’t 
remember any specific conversation. 

Question. Do you know anything about Truman Arnold assisting Mr. Hubbell in 
any way for employment? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Ron Perelman assisting Mr. Hubbell 
in getting employment? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or consulting arrangements? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Harold Ickes assisting Mr. Hubbell 
in getting any employment or consulting contract? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Bernard Rapoport assisting Mr. Hub- 
bell in any way in getting employment or consulting arrangements? 

Answer. In getting employment or consulting arrangements, no. 

Question. Did you at any time ever talk about Mr. Rapoport in the 1994 time 
frame about any work he was doing with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. Any work he was doing with Mr. Hubbell? No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Vernon Jordan assisting Mr. Hubbell in 
getting any work or consulting arrangements? 

Answer. I can’t recall any specific conversation with Mr. Jordan about any of that. 

Ms. Comstock. I would like to mark this Deposition Exhibit Number 6, notes of 
Mr. McLarty’s. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-6 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. On March 14, when Mr. Hubbell resigned, do you recall if you talked 
with him on that day when he resigned? 

Answer. I can’t recall specifically any conversations, but it would have been quite 
unusual had I not talked to him that day. 

Question. Do you recall if you got together at or around that time? 

Answer. I can’t recall that day. It is a very va^e in my memory. I was 58 yester- 
day, so I do not remember things veiy well. The fact is, I am sure that it would 
have been quite unusual had I not gotten together with him at some point during 
that day. 

Question. Do you recall if you went over to his office? 

Answer. I can’t recall. WeU, I do not recall ever going to the Justice Department 
or to his office. I just can’t recall specifically, but I am just trying to be helpful. I 
am sure at some point during the day we got together. 

Question. Again, do you recall if he indicated if he talked to anybody at the White 
House about this on that day? 

Answer. I do not recall Mr. Hubbell ever telling me he talked to anyone at the 
White House about this situation at all. 

Question. To yoim knowledge, to this day, do you know if Mr. Hubbell ever had 
any conversations with the President or First Lady about his resignation? 
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Answer. Which one? I am sorry. 

Question. To your knowledge, do you know if the President ever had any conversa- 
tion was Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. About? 

Question. About Mr. Hubbell’s resignation? 

Answer. I have no personal knowledge of that, if there were any conversations at 
aU. 

Question. Have you heard from anybody else about such conversations? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And the same with the First Lady? 

Answer. I would give the same answer with regard to the First Lady. 

Question. Did you ever talk with David Kendall about any matters related to Mr. 
Hubbell’s resignation? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Were you aware of any joint defense agreements proposed regarding Mr. 
Hubbell’s legal problems? 

Mr. Robbins. Any joint defense agreements proposed regarding 

Ms. Comstock. Mr. Hubbell’s legal problems. 

Mr. Ballen. Is there a time frame to that question? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. At any time, if you ever discussed with Mr. Hubbell joint defense agree- 
ments relating to his legal problems? 

Answer. I do not understand the question. I am sorry. 

Mr. Robbins. You will have to give me a minute. 

Ordinarily, I would make a privilege objection to a question regarding the exist- 
ence of joint defense agreements. That would obviously call for privileged informa- 
tion, but we may be able to cut through this. 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did you have any knowledge about John Phillips assisting Mr. Hubbell 
wiUi any type of work? 

Answer. At what point? 

Question. In or around the spring of 1994. 

Answer. No. 

Question. At any time during 1994 were you aware of him assisting Mr. Hubbell 
wito any work? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you subsequently learned of such assistance? 

Answer. Subsequently, yes. 

Question. When did you learn of that? 

Answer. At some point — it could have been as late as 1996. I am sorry, I will have 
to— I apologize. I do not recall when, but it was much later than 1994. It could have 
been as late as in 1996 at some point. 

There was an article, I believe, in the Los Angeles Times — it could have been an- 
other newspaper — that Mr. Phillips discussed with me regarding his help with re- 
gard to some arrangement Mr. Hubbell had with a foundation in Los Angeles. But 
up until that point— and 1 am sorry, I can’t remember this date, but it could be as 
late as in 1996 sometime. In fact — well, I can’t remember, I am sorry. I just can’t 
remember. 

Yes, I did discuss it at that point with Mr. Philhps. 

Question. What did you discuss with Mr. Phillips? 

Answer. He just described the situation to me. 

Question. How did he describe it? 

i^swer. Well, much like it was described in the newspaper, that Mr. Hubbell had 
been retained or contracted with a foundation in Los Angeles to write an article or 
a tract regarding government service, and he was to be paid $40,000; and that Webb 
did not — ^Mr. Hubbell did not perform on the contract, and John was embarrassed — 
Mr. Phillips was embarrassed that he had introduced Mr. Hubbell to this foimdation 
and had advocated their retaining Mr. Hubbell for this piupose. 

And so he told me that he repaid the foundation the $40,000, received a note from 
Mr. Hubbell or from Mrs. Hubbell — I am not sure from whom, frankly — for that 
amount and, in fact, told me he had already been paid some amount to begin to 
cover what was owed. 

Question. Did he tell you that he was upset about this matter? 
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Answer. Yes. He was very angry at Mr. Hubbell for not performing and embar- 
rassing him. 

Question. John Phillips is a friend of yours? 

Answer. He is a very good friend of mine. 

Question. How long have you known him? 

Answer. Twenty-four years. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Cardozo providing office space to Mr. Hubbell 
in 1994? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall when you learned of that? 

Answer. At some point, I do not specifically recall, I realized that Mr. Hubbell was 
sitting in the offices of Mr. Cardozo, because I would call him from time to time 
to check in on him. 

Question. You would call Mr. Hubhell? 

Answer. Yes, stire. 

Question. What was your understanding of that office arrangement? 

Answer. I had no ^ecific understanding. 

Question. Did you know if he was pa 3 dng rent or not? 

Answer. I had no idea. 

Question. Do you know in 1994 — ^in 1994, did you know about Mr. Hubbell work- 
ing for the Lippo Group or any affiliate of the Lippo Group? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that he worked for the Lippo 
Group or had been paid by the Lippo Group? 

Answer. I can specificaUy remember a New York Times article. I believe this year, 
1997, with regard to that. That was the first time that I was aware that he was 
paid by anyone connected with the Lippo Groim. 

Question. Do you recall Mr. Hubbell testifying at or around Februaiy of 1996 
about the matter, or being asked about the matter in testimony? 

Answer. I have a general recollection that at some point — I don’t know the date — 
Mr. Hubbell was asked about it, and as I recall and I do not even know, it was a 
hearing on the Hill. I do not remember which committee. 

As I recall his answer, it was that he said that how he provided for his family 
was not their business, as I recall the answer. But I may be wrong about that. That 
is what I recall. 

Question. Do you recall if you have ever had any discussions with Mr. Hubbell 
generally about that testimony, being asked about how he made money during 
1994? 

Answer. No. I do not have any specific recollection about discussing with Mr. Hub- 
bell postgovemment employment until the time he went to jail. I was unaware of 
what his employment was at that point. 

Question. What was your understanding of how he was supporting his family at 
that time after he left the Justice Department? 

Answer. I had a general understanding, and I can’t specifically recall conversa- 
tions, that he was practicing law on his own and representing cUents. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of who those clients were? 

Answer. Not specificaUy. 

Question. Did you have any general knowledge of any areas that he was working 
on? 

Answer. I can’t recaU any specific conversations about the areas that he was 
working on. 

Question. Do you have any general recoUection of him talking to you about — that 
he was doing work for a cUent? 

Answer. Only in the most general terms. 

Question. What do you mean by that? 

Answer. WeU, that he had some clients and he was working for them; and but 
that it was very difficult, difficult to make ends meet financially. 

Question. He indicated to you that it was difficult for him to make ends meet fi- 
nanciaUy during the 1994 time frame? 

Answer. Yes. And 1995, if there is another question later, I wiU just go ahead and 
answer it now, 1995 as well. 

Question. Were you aware of Michael Berman assisting him to get any work dur- 
ing that time frame? 

Answer. I have no recoUection of knowing that, to this day, that Michael Berman 
aided Mr. HubbeU in gaining any employment during the period in question. 

Question. Are you a friend of Mr. Berman’s? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How long have you known him? 
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Answer. Twenty-eight years. 

Question. Could you generally describe during the time frame of 1994 what your 
contact with Mr. Hubbell was? 

Mr. Robbins. Any time in 1994? 

Ms. Comstock. After he left the Justice Department. Why do not we place it be- 
tween March 1994 and maybe the time of his guilty plea in December 1994. 

The Witness. Our families frequently got together. He was social. My wife and 
I were trying to be supportive of Webb, Mr. Hubbell, and his wife and his children. 
We would frequently have dinner together or to have barbecues outside, just to be 
as supportive as possible. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall ever meeting him at the White House during this time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if he was at the White House frequently during this time? 

Answer. 1 have no recollection that he ever told me he was at the White House 
during this period of time. 

Question. Do you recall, at this time, did you assist Mr. Hubbell’s son with finding 
work? 

Answer. During which time? 

Question. This March 1994 to December 1994 time frame. 

Answer. First of all, I assume you are referring to Walter Hubbell. 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Second, in 1993, Walter Hubbell worked as an unpaid intern for the 
United States Trade Representative’s office and did a marvelous job. In 1994, when 
he graduated from the University of the South, his resume — ^he appUed for a job at 
USTR; and it was reviewed by the staff and he was hired as a paid intern along 
with a few other young people. 

As you know, USTR is a very small staff. We rely on interns. Mr. Hubbell had 
done a terrific job as an unpaid intern the year before, and the staff recommended 
to me that we hire him and, of course, I acquiesced to that. 

In addition to that, I believe I recall one phone call I made to Mr. Jim Johnson, 
who is the chief executive officer of the Federal National Mortgage Association, to 
ask him to consider Walter Hubbell for a full-time position at Fannie Mae. 

Question. Did you ever talk to Webster Hubbell about his son and jobs, assisting 
his son? 

Answer. I talked to Mr. Hubbell about his son, because I constantly told him how 
proud he should be of his son and how well he was doing. 

Question. I am showing the witness a WAVES record we received from the White 
House. 

Answer. What is a WAVES record? 

Question. It is the access to the White House Secret Service records that they 
keep regarding visitors summaries, ins and outs of people, who they are visiting 
with at the White House. 

This document is marked EOF 20370. I am soriy for the poor copy here; it is dif- 
ficult to read. There is an entiy on here, and I will translate. The Visitor is on your 
left. There is a column that indicates Visitor. Here it indicates Mr. Hubbell on a 
niunber of occasions, and then Visitee is the person who usually either they are 
going to see or who waves them in. 

For the record, sometimes it is the secretary, sometimes it is the actual person 
who is there to meet with them; and then the time and date is over to the right. 
It indicates on this Visitee is Kantor and then Requester, Frankenber, F-r-a-n-k-e- 
n-b-e-r. 

Answer. It is Frankenberg with a G. 

Question. Sorry. And that is who? That is someone you know? 

Answer. That is referring, I assume, without knowledge, to Debbie Frankenberg, 
my secretary. 

Question. This indicates a date of July 19, 1994. Do you recall if you had a visit 
witii Mr. Hubbell in your office at or around July 1994? 

Answer. I do not recall any visit. It appears from what you have given me that 
it was Debbie Frankenberg who requested— — 

Question. That is correct. 

Answer. So, therefore — ^I do not have any recollection whatsoever of this. I can’t 
refer to it. AU I can look at is the document that shows that Debbie Frankenberg 
revested something. 

Question. We are just showing the witness this. These records are 

Answer. I have no recollection of this whatsoever. 
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Mr. Robbins. Just so the record is clear, what date do you believe this event took 
place? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is the date here, 7/19/94. 

Answer. Could I ask a question? 

I have never seen these records before. Does it indicate whether the visitor — ^it 
is just interesting — ever came in or did not come in. 

Question. On these sometimes, if they do not have — ^you don’t know, they may 
make an appointment and then not come. 

Answer. L«t me answer your question. I have no recollection of this whatsoever. 

Question. I believe it is unclear on these sometimes; you don’t know if someone 
has come or gone. 'That is correct. It just looks like an appointment was made for 
some reason. It could have been by your secretary or you. Okay. 

Ms. Comstock Let us make that Deposition Exhibit Number 7. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-7 was marked for identification.] 

Question. Are you aware of Mr. Hubbell being hired by the L. A. airport? 

Answer. Am I aware now, today? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Yes, from newspaper articles. 

Question. Did you first learn about it from newspaper articles? 

Answer. I am virtually certain that I first learned about that through newspaper 
articles, although — that is not correct. No. 

No, I think that sometime in 1995, Mr. Hubbell told me — early 1995; I can’t recall 
the date — ^that he had performed work for the L.A. airport. 

Question. Do you recall what he told you about that? 

Answer. Oh, yes. He was concerned because he had not been paid. 

Question. Why did he tell you about that? 

Answer. He just was concerned about it He said that they owed him quite a bit 
of money. 

Question. Did he tell you how much money they owed him? 

Answer. I recall he said $50,000. 

Question. Did he tell you what he had done for that work? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What did he say, to the extent that you recall, about them owing him 
money? 

Answer. The only thing I recall is he was concerned and upset about it. 

Question. Do you recall talking to him about what he should do about that? 

Answer. Not at that time, no. 

Question. Did there come a time when you did talk with him about taking any 
action about that? 

Answer. Could you rephrase that? Teiking action? 

Question. Did you ever talk with him again about 

Answer. The answer is yes, once. 

Question. What did he say? 

Answer. It had been suggested to me that he needed to document his activities 
on behalf of whatever those activities were on behalf of the airport commission, and 
I passed that on to him. 

Question. Who suggested that to you? 

Answer. Lisa Specht. 

Question. How did he come to speak with Lisa Specht about that matter? 

Answer. She was my partner for 15 years at Manett, Phelps, Phillips & Kantor, 
and at some point in 1995 — I do not recall the date — ^my wife and I had a dinner 
party for Ms. Specht when she was in town. And during a discussion about Mr. 
Hubbell’s plight, she indicated that she might be able to inquire as to why he had 
not been paid by the L.A. airports or by the City of L.A. I am not sime who. I really 
don’t know. I should not say L.A. airports, because I don’t know who owed the 
money. 

She called me sometime subsequent to that — I don’t know the timing — and sug- 
gested to me that I should teU Mr. Hubbell that he needed to document his work. 

Question. Do you recall who else was at this dinner party where this was dis- 
cussed? 

Answer. I do not recall. Folks from Los Angeles. 

Question. Were the Hubbells there? 

Answer. Oh, I do not think so. I do not think so. But I don’t know. I can’t specifi- 
cally recall. This is what, 2 years ago? I don’t know. 
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Question. Well, to put it in context, Mr. Hubbell went to jail on August of 1995. 
Do you recall if it was in the summer of 1995? 

Amswer. I think it was sometime in 1995. Obviously, it was — it was not obvious. 
I think it was before he went to prison. But even that I am not certain of 

Question. I believe he was paid in September of 1995, if that assists you? 

Answer. Well, I don’t know that. 

Question. I am just saying, to assist in the time frame. 

Answer. I have no personal recollection or knowledge whether he was ever paid. 

Question. Do you recall at this dinner party how the topic of Mr. Hubbell being 
paid came up? 

Answer. No, I do not specifically recall. That is very difficult. I assume it was a 
discussion about Mr. Hubbell and his family’s phght and diflBculties, and I assume — 
I do not assume anything. I don’t know. I have no idea. 

Question. Do you recall if you raised that topic at the dinner party? 

Answer. I have no idea who raised it. 

Question. Do you know if Marsha Scott was at the dinner party? 

Answer. I have no specific recollection. I think it was people who were here in 
Washington from Los Angeles. I doubt if Marsha — ^but 1 don’t know that. I couldn’t 
specifically recall at this point. 

Question. Do you know if you ever talked with Marsha Scott about Webb Hub- 
bell’s payments from the L.A. airport matter? 

Answer. I have never talked to Marsha Scott about that issue. 

Question. Do you know if you ever talked with Linda Douglas about that matter, 
the L.A. airport payments. 

Answer. If she was — ^you know, I don’t know. Linda Douglas is John Phillips’ wife. 
I don’t know if they were at the dinner party. If they were at the dinner party, then 
obviously they were part of the conversation. 

Question. Do you generally recall Linda Douglas ever raising the issue of Mr. 
Hubbell’s payments, at all, in any context? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or John Phillips? 

Answer. Payments what? 

Question. Payments for the L.A. airport. 

Answer. No. 

Question. Restricting this to the L.A. airport matters. 

Answer. No. I can’t recall any time Mr. Phillips or Ms. Douglas ever raised that 
issue with me. 

Question. Do you know if you ever talked with Beryl Anthony about these mat- 
ters? 

Answer. I do not recall ever having a conversation with Beryl Anthony about the 
L.A. airport and Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. Other than Lisa Specht, do you recall anybody else with whom you may 
have discussed Mr. Hubbell’s payments from the L.A. airport? 

Answer. No, that is the only conversation I recall. 

Question. Do you know if you ever had any conversations with Mrs. Hubbell about 
those payments? 

Answer. I do not recall specific conversations, but it would not have been unusual 
that I — that Mrs. Hubbell was in the room when I talked to Webb, Mr. Hubbell, 
if I didn’t talk to him on the phone. 

I just can’t recall when I indicated to him that he needed to document whatever 
work it was that he did for the City of L.A. or the airport commission. I just can’t 
recall. It was not relevant. 

Question. So after this conversation that you had with Mr. Hubbell indicating that 
he needed to document the work, did you 

Answer. I didn’t say — let us make it clear. I was just passing what somebody had 
told me, that they had made an inquiry, they were told that he needed to document 
his work, and I just passed that on as a fiiend. I want to make that clear, because 
I didn’t know what he had done and what he didn’t do. 

Question. Do you know who Ms. Specht talked to? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. But Ms. Specht, after initially having this matter arise at your dinner 
party, spoke to somebody about 

Answer. I assiune she did, because she called me. 

Question. She called you back? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And when she called you back, she recommended that you tell him 
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Answer. She didn’t recommend anything. All she did is teU me, he needed to docu- 
ment whatever work he did for the City of L.A. or the airport commission in order 
to get paid. 

Question. And then you, in turn, told that to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. She didn’t recommend anything to me. 

I, in turn, which was natural, talked to Mr. Hubbell and said that is what he 
ne^ed to do. 

Question. And then after that, do you know ansdhing that happened after that? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Did you have any conversations after that with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I have no recollection of any discussion with Mr. Hubbell subsequent to 
that matter. 

Mr. Robbins. Concerning that matter? 

The Witness. Concerning the L.A. airports or the City of L.A. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. To this date, have you had any conversations with Mr. Hubbell, any 
other conversations about the L.A. airport other than the ones we have discussed? 

Answer. I have no recollection of any conversation with Mr. Hubbell about the 
L.A. airports from the date in question to this date. 

Question. Do you know an Allen Arkatov? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know if you ever spoke with him about Mr. Hubbell working on 
the L.A. airport matter? 

Answer. I have no recollection of any conversation with Mr. Arkatov about Mr. 
Hubbell working for — did you say for L.A. City or L.A. 

Question. On the L.A. airport, Mr. Hubbell working on the L.A. airport. 

Answer. I just wanted to make sure. 

Question. I beheve it may be the City of Los Angeles. 

Answer. I don’t know to this day who it was that he was supposedly working for. 

Question. Do you know a Kim Wardlaw? 

Answer. Yes, I know Kim Wardlaw. 

Question. Who is she? 

Answer. She is now a Federal judge, I believe 

Question. How long have jpu known her? 

Answer. And the wife of Bill Wardlaw and also a mother. 

Question. Did you ever surest to her for a job with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Did I ever — say fJmt again. 

Question. Did you ever suggest to Mr. Hubbell that Ms. Wardlaw be recommended 
for any type of job? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever speetk with Mr. or Mrs. Wardlaw about any matters relat- 
ed to Webster HubbeU’s work for the L.A. airport? 

Answer. That is another compound question. 

I will take — I never spoke to Mr. Wardlaw about anything to do with Mr. Hubbell 
working for the City of L.A. or any entity of the City of L.^. I never talked to Mrs. 
Wardlaw about Mr. Hubbell working for the City of L.A. or any entity connected 
with the City of L. A.. 

Question. Do you know a Jerty Stem? 

Answer. I have known Jerry Stem for 46 years. 

Question. And were you aware of Mr. Stem ever talking to anyone about assisting 
Mr. Hubbell with work or consulting arrangements? 

Answer. I have no recollection of that at all. 

Question. Did you ever speak with Mr. Stem about Mr. Hubbell’s need for work? 

Answer. Mr. Stem and I spoke fiequently about Mr. Hubbell’s plight and the 
plight of his family, and especially subsequent to his guilty plea, regarding their eco- 
nomic situation, which we believed to be very difficult at that point. But I do not 
recall any specific conversations about employment for Mr. Hubbell with Mr. Stem. 

Question. Did you have any idea in the 1994-1995 time fiame that Mr. Hubbell 
was receiving payments of upwards of a half million dollars ftnm various consulting 
arrangements? 

Answer. I have read that in the newspaper. No one could be more siuprised, if 
those reports are true, which I don’t know if they are or are not, than his friends 
that he received compensation in that range during that period of time. 

Question. Were you surprised to read that he had supposedly received $100,000 
from the Lippo Group in June of 1994? 

Answer. I think it would be safe to say I was surprised. 
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Question. Were you surprised to read of other consulting arrangements? 

Answer. All I did was read these newspapers. 1 don’t know if they are true or not 
true. So, therefore, I can’t respond except to say, when I read it in the newspaper, 
it surprised me that he received compensation of this nature. 

Question. So if, in fact, the committee has records reflecting upwards of a half mil- 
lion dollars, that would — that is a surprise to you that he was earning that t 3 T)e 
of money? 

Answer. Bordering on shock. 

Question. Why do you say that? 

Answer. Because during this period of time I would have frequent conversations, 
as a friend of Mr. Hubbell, concerning the education of his children and how his 
wife and children were going to maintain themselves when he went to prison. I was 
deeply concerned about that. 

Question. What did — in these discussions, did he relate to you his financial condi- 
tion? 

Answer. Only generally, and he never referred to compensation in the nature you 
are speaking of or the newspapers wrote about subsequently. 

Question. Were you aware in this time frame 

Answer. Could we make it clear, these articles I think did not appear until 1997. 
These conversations, I was having in 1995, so therefore I had no knowledge whatso- 
ever. 

Question. Certainly. I understand that. 

Answer. I just want to make that clear because we are talking two different time 
frames. 

Question. I am asking, in light of the articles that have appeared, beginning late 
last year in 1996 and throughout this year in 1997, which have reflected upwards 
of a half million dollars in payments 

Answer. I said I was surprised. I had no knowledge of that. 

Question. I am showing the witness a July 28, 1994 dinner invite list. It is not 
clear what it is. I just says Hubbell dinner July 28, 1994, confirms. And there are 
several marks on the paper, document number 3405, that the committee has re- 
ceived from the American Income Life Insurance Company. 

Answer. Go ahead. I am sorry. 

Question. And I am — have you seen this docxunent before? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Understanding that the witness is not familiar with this document, I 
am just showing it to you as a reference to ask you about a dinner at or around 
July of 1994 that may have included some of the people on this list, to see if the 
witness recalls such a dinner. 

Answer. Is there a way that counsel can clarify for me where was — it might help, 
where was the dinner held and who hosted it? 

Question. I believe it is a 

Answer. I am confused by the piece of paper. 

Question. I think we may have some other — I believe it is a dinner that Mr. Tru- 
man Arnold had at their home on July 28, 1994. 

Answer. Okay. Well, if that is what that is, then I can answer your questions. 

Question. Okay. Let me show you another document just to assist you. This is a 
document similar to the document I have already shown the witness, but on the 
front of it, it has an invite from Mr. and Mrs. Arnold. That is marked TAH 24 
through 25. 1 believe the initial document is a document from Mr. Rapoport, and 
then the second document is the document received from Truman Arnold, which — 
they are similar. 

Answer. This helps. Thank you ve^ much. That helps. 

Ms. Comstock. I will make the initial document Deposition Exhibit Number 8 
and the second one Deposition Exhibit Number 9. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-8 was marked for identification.] 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-9 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall if you attended such an event at Truman Arnold’s home 
at or around this date in July of 1994? 

Answer. I only recall that I attended only one function at Mr. Arnold’s house ever, 
and this may well be the function. I just can’t specifically recall. But I have never 
seen either of these pieces of paper before. 

Question. Do you recall if this event at Mr. Arnold’s home included Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I have no recollection of that. 
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Question. In reviewing the invite list, which includes the Arnolds, of course, who 
are hosting it; Mr. Huhhell; you and your wife, I believe; and then Mr. Rapoport, 
Marsha Scott, Mark Middleton, Beryl and Shelia Anthony, Senator Pryor, Nancy 
Hemreich — I am not including everybody here. It says Vernon and Ann Jordan. 
These are confirms on perhaps a particular date; I have no idea, I don’t know if 
these people all attended. I am wondering if you have any recollection of any of 
these other people at the dinner that you attended at the Arnolds? 

Answer. I have no recollection of who was there. I went to the Arnolds home once 
for dinner. This well could be it; I don’t know that though, and I do not remember 
specifically who was there other than Mr. and Mrs. Arnold. 

I can’t confirm that this was the dinner or not. I did go to one dinner at Mr. 
Arnold’s home. In fact it is the only time I have ever been at Mr. Arnold’s home. 

Question. Do you know if this dinner was, do you recall if the dinner that you 
attended at the Arnold’s home was in honor of the Hubbells or for the Hubbells? 

Answer. I can’t recall. 

Question. Would it assist if, I believe the Hubbells’ anniversary is somewhere 
around this date. Do you recall if it was an anniversary or something like that? 

Answer. I really don’t remember. If I could recall, I would tell you. I really do 
not remember. 

Question. Do you know Mark Middleton? 

Answer. Yes, I know Mark Middleton. 

Question. How do you know Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. He worked in the 1992 campaign in the fund-raising operation and he 
also worked for Mr. McLarty in the White House, and so I met him in both of those 
contexts. 

Question. Were you aware when he left the White House in 1995 of what his work 
involved? 

Answer. After he left? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever have any contact with him for any reason after he left the 
White House in February of 1995? 

Answer. Other than to run into him on the street, no. 

Question. Were you aware of him ever trying to contact you for any business asso- 
ciates or anything like that? 

Answer. I have never spoken with Mark Middleton about any business whatso- 
ever. 

Question. Were you aware that he was involved in businesses that included Asian 
business ties? 

Answer. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I just wanted to go through a list of individuals who the committee has 
received documentation from that Mr. Hubbell did work for them, just to see if you 
know these individuals or any work related to them. 

Do you know 

Answer. Wait. Excuse me. Do you want to know if I know them or do I know 
about the work related to them? 

Question. I will ask you first if you know them. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. But I believe your testimony to date is that you didn’t know a lot about 
the work that Mr. Hubbell was doing. But I just wanted to go through this list, and 
I think it will be fairly brief 

Mr. Robbins. What was the characterization of his testimony that you just gave? 

Ms. Comstock I said I believe that — ^I am not — in going through this Mst, I am 
not assuming that you have any knowledge about these. I just wanted to make that 
clear. 

The Witness. Thank you. 

Ms. Comstock But I just wanted to go through the list and confirm with you 
that you do or do not have any particul^ knowledge about particular individuals. 

The Witness. During which time period? Because I could have read a newspaper 
article in the last few months that might refer to some of these. 

Ms. Comstock. I understand. If you could indicate that your knowledge is from 
the newspaper that would assist us in knowing what your knowledge is about each. 

The Witness. Thank you. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you know Jack Williams, who is a lobbyist in town? 

Answer. 1 don’t believe so. 

Question. Okay. Were you aware of any work that Mr. Hubbell got regarding the 
Pacific Telesis Company? 

Answer. I may have read something in the newspaper in the last few months; but, 
no, other than that, I would be completely unaware. 

Question. Okay. Do you know Phil Verveer? 

Answer. Yes, 1 know Phil Verveer. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Verveer assisting Mr. Hubbell with 
getting any work or consulting arrangements? 

Answer. I have no recollection of any knowledge of Mr. Verveer assisting Mr. 
Hubbell. 

Question. Okay. Do you know anything about any work that Mr. Hubbell got from 
the Sprint Company? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about any work that Mr. Hubbell did for 
McAndrews and Forbes? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or any — and actually when I am asking these, it is any knowledge of 
how he got that work also. 

Answer. No. 

Question. I just wanted to make that clear, because 1 think that is 

Answer. I understood the implication. Counsel. 

Question. Okay. And do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell getting any work 
relating to the Mid-America Dairymen Foundation or whatever group it is? 

Answer. Something — 1 read that, 1 think, in the newspaper, some newspaper, but 
1 don’t — that’s the only knowledge I would have. 

Question. Okay. And you do know EH Broad? 

Answer. Broad. 

Question. Broad? 

Answer. Yes, 1 know him very well. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Broad providing any work to Mr. 
Hubbell? 

Answer. No, except what I have read in the newspaper subsequently. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Hubbell doing any work related to 
the Time Warner Company? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell writing a book for HarperCollins? 

Answer. At some point in 1995 or 1996, I had a conversation with Mrs. Hubbell 
regarding his contract or arrangement with HarperCollins. 1 didn’t even know with 
HarperCoUins. Let me Just say with a pubUsher. That’s the first time I have heard 
that name — with a publisher. 

Question. Okay. What was your understanding — what was that conversation? 

Answer. The conversation was that Webb had signed a contract to write a book, 
and he was working on it while he was in prison. That’s all 1 know. 

Question. Okay. What was your understanding about what that book was going 
to be about? 

Answer. 1 didn’t have any specific understanding. 

Question. Did you know if it was a novel or something that was personal to him? 

Answer. I thought it was personal reflection, but that’s only — that’s more of a 
guess on my part than it is substantive knowledge. 

Question. Okay. Did you ever discuss Mr. Hubbell’s writing of a book with anyone 
other than Mrs. Hubbell? 

Answer. My wife. 

Question. All right. And other than your vidfe? 

Answer. I can’t recall at this point. I can’t specifically recall any conversation with 
regard to this with anyone else. 

Question. Okay. Do you recall if anyone from the White House ever mentioned to 
you anything about Mr. Hubbell writing a book? 

Answer. I have no recollection of anyone at the White House mentioning it to me. 

Question. Did you ever — that would include the President? 

The Witness. Wait a minute. 

Mr. Robbins. The 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Whether or not you had any conversation with the President about Mr. 
Hubbell writing a book? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall if Mrs. Hubbell ever told you anything about him not 
being able to finish the book on time? 

Answer. I can’t recall specifically, although the implication in our conversation 
was she was concerned whether or not he could fulfill his obligation, whoever the 
publisher was. You mentioned the name, but I didn’t know at that point who the 
publisher was. 

Question. All right. Do you recall what she said about whether or not he was 
going to complete Die book? 

Answer. No. I don’t recall. I don’t know to this date what actually happened. 

Question. Did Mrs. Hubbell ever tell you anytWng about particular topics that he 
couldn’t write about or wouldn’t write about in his book? 

Answer. I can’t specifically recall a conversation with regard to the substance of 
the book. 

Question. Okay. Did you ever have any conversations with Mr. Hubbell about the 
book? 

Answer. I don’t specifically recall any conversation. However, it is quite possible 
that in the few times he caUed me from Cumberland, Maryland, where he was in- 
carcerated, he may have mentioned it to me. But I don’t specifically recall at this 
point. 

Question. Okay. You indicated you had conversations with Mr. Hubbell while he 
was in jail, is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, a few, yes. 

Question. Okay. Do you recall how often you spoke with Mr. Hubbell when he was 
in jail? 

Answer. I can only guess. Probably 10 times. 

As you know, he would have to call me. You can’t call anyone who is incarcerated 
in a Federal prison; and so, therefore, it would be at his initiation. But 10 is prob- 
ably a fair guess. 

Question. Okay. Would he call you collect? Is that how it works? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Would he call you at your home or at the office? 

Answer. I think every cedi was at my home. I don’t remember any call at my of- 
fice. 

Question. All right. Are you familiar with a trust fund set up for Mr. Hubbell’s 
family to provide money for his family’s education and well-being? 

Answer. I am famUiar with the — ^with the desire to set up an educational trust 
fund for his children. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with anyone about those trusts? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who did you discuss that with? 

Answer. Three people: Mr. Hubbell; Mike Schaufele, who is from LitDe Rock, Ar- 
kansas; and Mr. Rapoport. 

Question. Could you describe your discussions with Mr. Schaufele, S-C-H-A-U-F- 
E-L-E, who is the trustee of the trust? 

Answer. We had one or two conversations about it. We discussed the need to set 
one up in order to ensure that Mr. Hubbell’s children could continue their education. 

Rebecca was at the University of Arkansas. Caroline was going to Davidson Col- 
lege; and Kelly was at Maret school, a private school here in the District of Colum- 
bia. He generally described to me what he was setting up. 

Question. Ok^. And what was the purpose of your discussions with him? 

Answer. To — ^frankly, to encourage him to do so. 

Question. And did you caU him to do that or had he called you? 

Answer. I don’t remember who called who, but we both were in favor of such a 
trust fund being set up. 

Question. Okay. Was it your understanding that that effort was already under 
way when you t^ed to Mr. Schaufele? 

Answer. It was my understanding that he was in the process of setting it up, or 
considering setting it up, and I talked to him to encourage him to continue doing 
so. 

Question. You said you also had discussions with Mr. Rapoport? 

Answer. Yes. I — at some point — and I can’t remember — I called Mr. Rapoport and 
asked him if he might consider contributing to that educational trust. 
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Question. Okay. And what did you — can you just describe this discussion with Mr. 
Rapoport? 

Answer. I think I just did. 

Question. That was the extent of the conversation? 

Answer. Yes, and Mr. Rapoport’s response was that he would try to do so. 

Question. And did you discuss contributions to the trust funds with anybody else? 

Answer. Not — ^not that I recall. That’s the only conversation with Mr. Hubbell, 
Mr. Schaufele and Mr. Rapoport. 

Now I may have mentioned the fact that there was a trust fund to other friends, 
but it would only be in the course of just general conversation. It wouldn’t have been 
specific. 

Question. Okay. And why did you call Mr. Rapoport? 

Answer. Because I was concerned about the children and their education; and Mr. 
Rapoport has been so helpful to so many people over so many years that I thought 
he might be helpful to Webb — ^Mr. Hubbell, who he knew very well. 

Question. All right. And did you learn that Mr. Rapoport did indeed contribute 
to the trust? 

Answer. I can’t recall whether I learned it subsequently or I knew it during that 
period of time. I just don’t know. But at some point subsequently, I — someone told 
me that he did contribute. It could have been Mr. Rapoport. It could have been 
someone else. I just don’t know. 

Question. Showing the witness an August 21st, 1995, letter to Mr. Rapoport from 
Michael Schaufele, I beUeve we receiv^ this document from — I believe from Mr. 
Rapoport. I can correct that for the record if that’s not the case, but I beheve these 
are documents — they are ftnm American Life or from Mr. Rapoport. 

Do you recall — there is handwriting in this document which says cc to Mickey 
Kantor, and then sent 8-24-95. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you know if you ever received such a letter? 

Answer. I can’t recall this specific document, but I — I’m interested now in reading 
it, because it is entirely consistent with what I have told you. 

Question. Uh-huh. 

Answer. But I don’t remember the specific document. 

Ms. Comstock. Ok^. I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 10. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-10 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Did Mr. Rapoport ever tell you if he had discussed any assistance he 
was providing — any assistance he provide to Mr. Hubbell with the President? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How long have you known Mr. Rapoport? 

Answer. Twenty-four years. 

Question. And do you socialize with Mr. Rapoport and his .wife also? 

Answer. I have for 24 years with Audre and B. 

Question. And on occasions have you — did you have social occasions where you 
also got together with Mr. Hubbell and Mr. Rapoport? 

Answer. At some point in 1994 — it could have been in 1995, I don’t recall — ^there 
were at least a couple of occasions where I think we got together. In other words, 
Mr. and Mrs. Hubbell, Mr. and Mrs. Rapoport and my wife and I. 

Question. Do you recall if you had any discussions on those occasions about how 
Mr, Hubbell was going to support himself? 

Answer. These were social occasions. 

Question. Okay. When did you first learn that Mr. Hubbell was going to plead 
guilty to mail fraud and tax evasion? 

Answer. I don’t have a specific recollection. Sometime late in the fall, very late 
in the fall of 1994, very close to the event that you have cited. 

Question. Okay. It was prior to, though, his publicly doing so? 

Answer. I think it was prior to. You know, I don’t have a specific recollection. 

Question. I mean, do you recall if you woke up and read it in the paper or if you 
knew about it before? 

Answer. I believe just prior to it. I probably knew about it, but I don’t know spe- 
cifically how, and I don’t want to guess as to how I might have known it. 

Question. Do you know if you talked to Mr. Hubbell about his plea before that? 

Answer. I don’t want to guess. You know, we were close friends. I remember 
learning about it either right before or at the moment of, and I just don’t know. I 
couldn’t answer that question specifically. 
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Question. Okay. Generally, do you know if there was a group of people who would 
have been among those who would have told you about a guilty plea, a large uni- 
verse of people or a small? 

Answer. It is not a large universe, so I really can’t. I don’t know who it would 
have been, you know, whether Mrs. Hubbell could have called me or Mr. Hubbell 
could have called me. I just don’t know. 

Question. Following his guilty plea, did you have any discussions with him about 
his guilty plea? 

Answer. Well, I don’t — ^what do you mean about — I am sorry. I don’t tmderstand 
the question. 

Question. At or around the time about his guilty plea? 

Answer. What do you mean about his guilty plea? 

Question. Did you have discussions with h^ about an^hing — in that December, 
1994, time frame when he did plead guilty, did you have mscussions with him about 
his situation at that time? 

Answer. Well, the only thing I can recall subsequent to that is his — ^this is dif- 
ficult because we were such close friends. Subsequent, Webb has said publicly — Mr. 
Hubbell has said publicly, both on television and in newspapers, that, of course, he 
didn’t tell the truth to his friends or publicly about his activities. 

Our — the reason I say that is our conversation even subsequent to that was his 
e^lanation was that he didn’t want to put his family through a lengthy and expen- 
sive trial. In other words, it was — he tned — ^it was exculpatory in nature regarding 
any activities he might have been engaged in. But it wasn’t specific in terms of what 
he had done or not done, if that’s what you are driving at. I am just trsring to be 
responsive. 

I was much more concerned about Mr. Hubbell’s family and what was going to 
happen with them while he was in prison. 

Question. Were you surprised by his plea in December of 1994? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And did you speak with anybody at the White House about his plea at 
or around the time of the plea? 

Answer. I don’t recall any specific conversation about it. 

Question. Do you recall if people generally were siu^rised by the plea? 

Answer. I think that’s a fair assessment. 

Question. Okay. At that time, had you learned anything about the law firm — that 
all of the partners of the law firm nad filed this complaint against Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I didn’t know that, no. 

Question. Prior to Mr. Hubbell going to jail, do you recall a party that Mr. Stem 
had for him or an event Mr. Stem had for him? 

Answer. Prior to his going to jail? 

Question. In the weeks leading up to when he went to jail. 

Answer. No — the — no, go ahead. 

Question. Do you recall attending a party at Mr. Stem’s home that was in honor 
of the Hubbells or an anniversary or for any event? 

Answer. Right after Mr. Hubbell resigned, either that night or the next day, I re- 
call a function at Mr. Stem’s home. 

Question. Okay. That would be in April of 1994 when he resigned, is that it? 

Answer. March. Wasn’t it March? 

Mr. Ballen. Just for the record 

The Witness. I don’t know. 

Mr. Ballen. — ^there has been some confusion on this. He announced his resigna- 
tion in March, but he didn’t resign officially until April 8th. 

The Witness. Right. Whatever it was, right after he resigned, there was a tre- 
mendous outpouring of emotion at the Justice Department favorable to Mr. Hubbell. 
He was a much-admired figure there. 

Mr. Stem worked at the Justice Department at that point. He and his wife had 
a function at their home where a number of people who worked at the Justice De- 
partment came, and they performed skits, and they sang songs and generally were 
very supportive of him. 


examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. Do you recall if Janet Reno was at that event? 

Answer. I don’t recall. I really don’t recall. 

Question. Generally, Justice Department people were at the event? 

Answer. Yes, and mends and so on, yes, yes. It was a fairly large crowd. 

Question. You testified you had kept in touch with — or &at Mr. Hubbell would 
call you from jail on a number of occasions. Is that correct? 
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Answer. I think I said I estimated it over the number of months he was in jail 
about 10 times. 

Question. Okay. Did you ever have any occasion to visit him while he was in jail? 

Answer. Once. 

Question. And was this just a social visit? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with him about — strike that. 

You had indicated previously that since you have seen interviews that Mr. Hub- 
bell has done sa 3 dng that he hadn’t been truthfld with his friends and all, at any 
time while he was in jail did he change his story from that — you were saying in 
December of 1994 that he indicated that he was doing this for his family and giving 
you an impression that there still wasn’t an 5 rthing wrong there. At any time while 
he was in jail when you had discussions with him did he change that stoiy? 

Answer. He didn’t alter his basic story. He was obviously contrite about putting 
his family in this situation, but the — ^there were no specifics, and I didn’t know any- 
thing that was different than I had known or thought I knew — ^thought I Imew in 
1994— in March and April, 1994. 

Question. All right. And, to this date, have you had any discussions with Mr. Hub- 
bell where he has changed his story? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And 

Answer. Now, I have seen the — ^Mr. Hubbell’s appearance on television and read 
his statements in newspapers, but I have not had any personal discussion with him. 

Question. Okay. So you have not had any discussions with Mr. Hubbell about 
those t 3 rpes of statements 

Answer. No. 

Question. That he has made in the newspapers? 

Answer. No, no. 

Question. Or on TV about having conned his friends or things to that effect? 

Answer. The answer is no. 

Question. When is the last time you had any discussion with Mr. Hubbell or met 
him? 

Answer. December, 1996. 

Question. What was that occasion? 

Answer. I don’t remember. I don't know if it was a phone call or I saw him for 
lunch. It could have been either, but I have not seen him since or talked to him. 

Question. Was he on his work release program at that time when you saw him? 

Answer. I don’t remember whether that was over at that point or not. I just don’t 
know. I don’t recall. 

Question. And you haven’t seen him since December of 1996? 

Answer. I believe that’s the last time. It could be January. It could be — but, you 
know, it has been quite awhile. 

Question. Why is that? 

Answer. It is — this is very painful becaiise this is a close friend and someone I 
care a lot about. It is clear that guilt by association is alive and well in Washington 
and that it became clear to me diat any contact between me and Webb would be — 
could be misconstrued, given the nature of the inquiries that were — ^had been initi- 
ated; and so I thought it was better for me and my family that I not have any con- 
tact with Mr. Hubbell. 

Question. Is that the only reason you haven’t had any contact with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Well, I would only add, &ere is some anger on my part. I think he put 
me, my family and his friends in a very diflicult position by not being as forthright 
as he might have been. However, the main reason is the overall atmosphere here 
in Washington and the fact that you put yourself and your family and others in 
jeopardy if you are seen with Mr. Hubbell. It is our modem day answer to shunning. 

Question. Did the stories that have come out about the money that you have indi- 
cated previously you did not know he was making have any impact as to how you 
viewed Mr. Hubbell’s truthfulness? 

Mr. Robbins. Can I just ask — I mean, you are inquiring as to why old friends 
don’t see each other after one of them has been some through some difficult times. 
How in the world does that advance the appropriate mission of this committee? 
Could you ei^lain that to me? Tell me how that advances the appropriate mission 
of this committee, and then maybe the witness will answer the question. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, the witness has testified as to perhaps changing stories 
that — or changing impressions that he has had of Mr. Hubbell’s truthfulness. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Is that correct? 

Mr. Robbins. I have put a question to you, as coimsel for this committee. I would 
like to know why it is that Mr. Kantor’s reasons for maintaining a relationship with 
Mr. HubbeU can possibly advance the appropriate mission of this committee? I 
would like you to answer my question before I — ^before I give the witness instruc- 
tions as to whether he should answer yours. 

Ms. Comstock. This committee is looking at a number of activities involving Mr. 
HubbeU, including a lot of payments that Mr. HubbeU got from people that appar- 
ently this witness and others were not aware of and what those were about; and 
we are talking with the witness about those activities. I am just asking his under- 
standing over time. 

Mr. Robbins. He has answered that question fairly weU. He has answered now 
for two and a half hovu^ on this same hne of questions. 

Now you are inquiring why two old friends don’t see each other as often as they 
used to. He has given you an answer, which I have to tell you, the work of the Con- 
gress has sometmng to do with, which is that the atmosphere that has poisoned the 
weU of ordinary poUtics in this city for some time now. 

Ms. Comstock I think what I am trying to determine is if that’s aU it is, that 
if all of these stories had come out about Mr. HubbeU and the half miUion doUars 
which the committee has received a number— documentation of a number of these, 
if that had come out but there was no investigation, would you have no problem 
then with Mr. HubbeU’s truthfrUness to you? 

Mr. Ballen. But what 

Mr. Robbins. Goodness sakes. 

The Witness. I am so^. Let me just say, I have really tried to be responsive; 
and I appreciate your trying to do your job. Let me just end this line of questioning, 
I hope, by sa 3 ring that in Washington no good deed goes unpunished. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know a woman name Pauline Kanchanalak? 

Answer. Do I know her? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I have met her on one occasion. I don’t know her. 

Question. When did you meet her? 

Answer. At some point when I was United States Trade Representative, I made 
a speech to the United States ThaUand Business CouncU at a hotel here in Wash- 
ington. I was greeted at the door by Ms. Kanchanalak 

Question. Were you aware of 

Answer. And escorted to the podium, and I made my speech and left. 

Question. Okay. Were you aware of Ms. Kanchanalak being a DNC donor? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did anyone from the DNC ever contact you about making that speech, 
to your knowledge? 

Answer. No. 'That speech was put on my schedule by my staff, and I don’t — I don’t 
know how the request came in and never asked. I just made the speech. These busi- 
ness councils were important in trying to open markets and expand the sale of U.S. 
goods abroad. 

Question. AU right. Do you have any knowledge of whether DNC officials ever con- 
tacted anyone on your staff about speaking at particular events? 

Answer. About speaking at — ^yes, they contacted my staff about that, yes, about 
my speaking at particular events. 

Question. How was that handled, the process? 

Answer. It was handled by professional staff and, on a very few occasions, I spoke 
at DNC-sponsored events, maybe — I don’t know how many but very few over the 
coiu;se of 4 years. 

Question. Ok^. In your 

Mr. Ballen. Is this — I don’t think it is clear whether this was during your time 
as the United States Trade Representative or at the Commerce Department. 

The Witness. Well, I 

examination by MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recaU which it was? 

Answer. I think — ^weU, I have no specific recoUection. I believe I probably spoke 
at a few DNC events as USTR and when I was Secretary of Commerce, but it would 
be very few. 
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Question. Okay. Maybe this would assist. This is a September 15th, 1994, mes- 
sage, which I believe we received from the White House. 

Answer. Would you explain where this document came from? 

Question. This came from the White House. I don’t know. I am not representing 
this as your document. We just got this document from the White House. 

Again, I will apologize. The White House dociunents have come in with virtually 
little or no explanation as to what they are, so it does make it difficult. So I am 
not representing it as anything to you, nor am I asking — ^you know, implying that 
you have any knowledge about it. 

We are trying to figure out, from the little that we get from the Whi'e House, 
if witnesses can make any sense of these for us since the White House has not been 
able to. 

Mr. Ballen. For the record, I am going to object to your characterization, “the 
documents we get from the White House.^ I am also going to object to continually 
showing the witness documents that he has no knowlMge of, that are not designed 
to assist his recollection, and that there is no foundation laid in the record that he 
could possibly respond to. 

I mean, we have had a whole series of documents from the Justice Department, 
from the White House or from wherever you say they come from, without a lot of 
explanation as to what they are. I don’t think it is proper to show them to the wit- 
ness without la 3 dng a proper foundation. 

Ms. Comstock Mr. BaUen, I hope you will join the committee in requesting once 
again that the White House provide additional explanations and production logs for 
the documents, something they have refused to do for the past 8 months. But we 
are left to, unfortunately, ask the witnesses since the White House can’t explain 
their documents. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. You aren’t familiar with this document, is that correct? 

Answer. No, I am not. I have never seen this document. 

8 uestion. Okay. Thank you. 
ther than this 

The Witness. May I ask counsel a question? 

Ms. Comstock Sure. 

[Discussion held off the record.] 

Mr. Robbins. Can I just see the document? 

The Witness. Ma’am, may I see the document a^ain, please? 

Mr. Robbins. Have you marked this as an exhibit? 

Ms. Comstock No, I have not. 

The Witness. Okay. Just for the record, I would like — because this is — could be 
pregnant here with some possibilities. It says, Georgy, from Pauline Kanchanalak’s 
office, called re dinner with MK in California. She received no follow-up and would 
like to know what is going on. The number is whatever. 

I never had dinner with Pauline Kanchanalak, either in California or anyplace 
else. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. The only contact you have had with her was when she greeted you at 
this event? 

Answer. That’s all I can recall is that one time. That’s all I can remember. 

Mr. Ballen. May I inquire of counsel, we have gone about two hours and 45 min- 
utes. How much longer is anticipated here? 

Ms. Comstock I don’t know at this time. I believe you have indicated that you 
need to be done by 1:00, and I believe we will complete. 

Mr. Robbins. I can tell you at 12:30 we are walking out of the door pursuant to 
an agreement we made with this committee. 

Ms. Comstock. The time agreement we made was 1:00. 

Mr. Robbins. Keep rolling along, but that’s when we are leaving. Do your busi- 
ness. 

Ms. Comstock You had indicated to us and you said that you had to leave by 
1:00. That’s why we set the deposition for early this morning. 

Mr. Ballen. Could we at some point take a 5-minute break if we are going to 
go an extensive length? 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. Why don’t we continue at this point, and certainly we can 
take a break before 1:00. 

Mr. Robbins. We are happy to honor the request of Minority counsel. 

Mr. Ballen. Let’s take a break right now. 
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Ms. Comstock. All right. We will make it for a few minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Ms. Comstock. We can go back on the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know somebody named J. H. Zhou, Z-H-O-U? 

Answer. Not to my knowledge. 

Question. I wiU provide the witness with a document we have received from Msirk 
Middleton which is marked CC-H-76 through 79. I will allow the witness to take 
a look at that. 

It is a memo to Doris Matsui from HoUi We 3 nnouth. It is on CommerceCorp Inter- 
national letterhead, which is Mark Middleton’s company, dated June 18th, 1996. 

There is also a second fax, which is page 77, which is to Mr. Jude Kearney from 
Holli Weymouth; and then the third and fourth pages of this document, which is 
a June 8th, 1996, letter to Mr. Kantor from a Jolm T. McAllister, the Deputy Gen- 
eral Manager of Beijing International Financial Center Company. That document is 
78 through 79. 

Directing your attention to the June 8th, 1996, letter to you, do you recall ever 
receiving ttiis letter from Mr. McAllister? 

Answer. I don’t recall the letter at all. 

Question. Do you know Mr. McAllister? 

Answer. Yes, I know Mr. McAllister. 

Question. Can you tell us anything about him, aside from his work with the Bei- 
jing International Financial Center? 

Answer. He lived in California, was involved in a number of civic and community 
prmects. He was a businessman in the State. 

Question. Okay. Do you have knowledge of his business in China? 

Answer. Only to the extent 1 went to Beijing in — I can’t remember — ’95, sometime 
in ’95 to sign four agreements, including an intellectual property rights agreement, 
probably April of ’95, and a space launch agreement and two other agreements. 

There were a number of receptions. Mr. McAUister, as I recall, attended one re- 
ception and introduced me to his partners in Beijing outside the door of the recep- 
tion. That’s all I remember. 

Question. Do you have any understanding of what he — ^his business in Beijing 
was? 

Answer. He generally just said to me that he was involved in developing a piece 
of property in Beijing. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if you ever met with Mr. — ^is it Zhou? 

Answer. I am certain that I didn’t. 

Question. Do you recall Mr. Middleton or anyone from his office ever contacting 
you about meeting with Mr. Zhou? 

Answer. This is going to be— neither Mr. Middleton nor anyone from his office 
ever contacted me about meeting with Mr. Zhou or contacted me personally about 
meeting with anyone else. 

Question. Okay. Do you know — this letter was written, I guess, while you were 
at the Commerce Department. Do you know what the process would have been — 
how your office handled such requests at that time? 

.^swer. Only generally. They would have been reviewed by the correspondence 
unit. If they seemed to be of some importance, they would have been reviewed by 
my chief of staff, Peter Scher, and then those he thought were important enough 
for me to see he woiild have sent in to my office for my review. I don’t recall — spe- 
cificiJly remember this letter. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if you had ever met with anybody else over the past 
year or so that John — don’t mean anybody else because you said you haven’t met 
with him, but do you recall if you ever met with anybody recommended by John 
McAUister over the past year or so? 

Answer. Recommended by John McAUister? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I have no recollection of meeting with anybody recommended by John 
McAUister in the last year or so. 

Ms. Comstock I wUl make this document Deposition Exhibit No. 11. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-11 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Comstock I am showing the witness — ^it is an undated dociunent, entitled 
commission trip contacts. It is EOP 10961 through 62. It has handwriting on it. It 
is from the White House. I, unfortunately, do not have much more information than 
that on the document. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. But directing your attention to the second page, where James Riady is 
mentioned under Jakarta? 

Answer. Whose document is this? 

Go ahead. I am sorry. 

Question. Again, I apologize. We do not know whose document this is, except that 
it is from the White House. Where it says Jakarta, there are two names in paren- 
thesis, Brody and Adams. Do you know a Brody and Adams who worked with you 
on any matters or worked on trade matters? 

Mr. Robbins. You say there are the names Brody and Adams next to Jakarta. 

Ms. Comstock Next to Jakarta. 

The Witness. I see. I am sorry. 

Mr. Robbins. Up at the top of the page. 

The Witness. I see. I am sorry. 

First of all, could you just — I am sorry. Where does this document come from? 
What commission? Who generated it? 

Ms. Comstock The White House, in response to our request, with no explanation 
besides it comes in a box with hundreds of other documents that are unexplained. 

The Witness. Okay. I don’t know who they are referring to. I don’t want to guess. 
I just don’t know. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. Just directing your attention to where it says James Riady and 
it says, paren, good friend of President and Kantor, Adams can call, and then that 
is cross^ out, do you know why anyone at the White House would think that you 
are a good friend of James Riady? 

Answer. I have no idea. I have — as far as I can recollect, I have only — ^recollect, 
I only met James Riady twice; once I described to you in Little Rock at a reception 
with about 150 people in the summer of 1992 and once in Jakarta at a reception 
and dinner hosted by our ambassador, a guest list put together by our ambassador 
to Indonesia, in which I was the honored guest, and I was seated at a table during 
dinner by the ambassador next to James Riady. 

Question. Okay. That was — I am sorry, the date of that dinner was? 

Answer. That was the APEC conference in November of 1994. 

Question. During that November, 1994, trip, were you aware of the President 
meeting with Mr. Riady on any occasion? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. I am not making that an exhibit. The witness has indicated 
he is not familiar with it or why 

The Witness. It appears none of us £tre familiar with it. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. On the November, 1994, trip to Jakarta that you have indicated, did 
you ever have any knowledge that there was at one point an interest in having an 
Arkansas delegation go to Jakarta on that summit trip? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever talk with Bruce Lindsey about any people who were going 
to go on that trip to Jakarta? 

Answer. No, not that I can recollect. 

Question. Do you know John Huang? 

Answer. I don’t know him. It is quite possible, although I can’t recollect specifi- 
cally, that I may have met him in the 20 years I was in Los Angeles at some civic 
or political event, but I don’t know him. 

Question. Okay. And in the past 4 or 5 years, do you recall having met him on 
any occasions? 

Answer. I don’t recollect any event in the last 4 or 5 years that I met John Huang, 
although it is not impossible that at some large event I might have shaken his 
hand. I just don’t recall. 

Question. Would you have had any personal meetings with him or small groups 
at any time? 

Answer. I don’t remember any personal meetings with John Huang or any small 
group that he was in. 

Question. In the fall of 1996, when issues related to Mr. Huang’s fund-raising 
arose, did you have any conversations with anyone at the White House about Mr. 
Huang? 

Answer. About Mr. Huang? 
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Question. Yes. 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or about any fund-raising issues in connection with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I wanted to ask some questions about the Bingaman Commission and 
Mr. Trie. When you first started the appointment process for the Bingaman Com- 
mission, can you describe how you went about selecting who would be on that com- 
mission? 

Answer. We had a meeting at USTR, and I directed my — ^what we call public li£d- 
son — or public and private sector liaison to choose people who had knowledge of 
Asia, our trade relations, and generally took a position in favor of fair trade and 
open markets. 

Question. Would that be a pro-MFN position, for example, in relation to China? 

Answer. It would be a pro-U.S. worker position. 

Question. And what would that be? 

Answer. Open markets, expand exports, make the rules fair and level the plapng 
field. 

Question. All right. Again, would that include being for an MFN extension? 

Answer. It depends — we could get into a long and very interesting political discus- 
sion of whether it means MFN or not, depending on the situation; and I would rec- 
ommend that if we want to get out of here by 6:00 tonight you don’t get me sUirted 
on that, with all due respect. 

Question. Okay. This is an April 7th, 1995, memo of the office of the United States 
Trade Representative, a memo for Peter Scher, Ira Shapiro, Nancy Leamond and 
Ann Lazado from Jennifer Hillman regarding the Bingaman Commission. And di- 
recting your attention to the second paragrapn on the page, it says, there will be — 
the appointment of the commissioners would take some time, given that they will 
need IRS/FBI clearance and White House clearance. Can you describe your Imowl- 
edge of that clearance process? 

Answer. I don’t have specific knowledge of it because I didn’t work in that area. 
But, obviously, every — I assumed every White House appointee received the same 
kinds of clearances, and they were vetted by the agencies indicated. 

Question. To your knowledge, were all the appointees to the commission? Did they 
get an FBI clearance? 

Answer. I can only make an assumption that they did. I don’t know that for a 
fact. 

Question. But it was your understanding that part of the process is they should 
be getting an FBI clesuance to be on this commission? 

Answer. Well, let me just say I have no specific knowledge of the process. I can 
only — I only made assumptions that that was the case. However, I have no personal 
knowledge of that. 

Question. Okay. Given the information that the commissioners would have access 
to, was it your understanding that some of this would be sensitive information or 
information that wasn’t generally disseminated — ^you know, made public? 

Answer. Almost 2 ill of it would have been public information. Very little of it 
would have been not generally available to the public. 

Question. Okay. I am just trying to get a sense, because I know a lot of the docu- 
ments that Mr. 'Trie, you know, and the commissioners reviewed, you know, we were 
asked initially to review at the White House because of their sensitivity. I am just 
trying to get a sense of maybe what your understanding of the kind of dociunents 
that he was reviewing were. 

Answer. It is not a question that I was personally involved in. 

Question. Can you describe your knowledge of how Charlie Trie came to be a 
member of this Bingaman Commission? 

Answer. I don’t have any specific personal knowledge and very little recollection. 
After I gave the criteria that I did, the process took place between USTR and the 
White House. The commission was put together, and I signed off on the rec- 
ommendations as the staff gave them to me. 

Question. Did you suggest the name of Charlie Trie for the commission? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who did? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Have you since, in the past year or so, talked with anyone about who 
may have suggested his name 

Answer. No. 

Question. For the commission? 

Ms. Comstock. I am showing the witness an e-mail from Jennifer HUlman to 
Demetri Boutris — two e-mails, one on the top and one on the bottom. The one on 
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the bottom is from Phyllis Jones to Jennifer Hillman and Peter Scher. It is dated — 
both of them are dated September 21st, 1995. This is an unmarked document which 
we received from the USTR. I will allow the witness to review the document. 

The Witness. Yes, I have looked at it, yes. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. Directing your attention to the bottom half of the page, the sec- 
ond e-mail on the page, in the first paragraph, it says, “I spoke with Charles Dun- 
can about Bingaman late Wednesday.” 

Do you know who Charles Duncan is? 

Answer. I — did he — ^you know, I am having a hard time. Did he work at the White 
House? I veiy vaguely recollect the name. 

Question. He is the one who works in White House personnel. If you don’t know, 
I am not asking you to speculate. 

Answer. I have probably met him. I don’t know him. 

Question. Do you recall if you had any discussions with him about nominees to 
the Bingaman Commission? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. Okay. Continuing in that paragraph, it says, “Here is the update,” 
quote, “they have not bumped anyone off of our list. However, they want to add 
three people — a Senator Sarbanes person,” and then, paren, “Charles will let me 
know the name,” closed paren, comma, “a DNC nominee. Yah Lin Trie,” Y-A-H L- 
I-N Trie, T-R-I-E, President of Daihatsu International, an international trading 
company, and an Asian American executive from Toys-R-Us.” Those are the three 
individuals apparently. It is closed paren. I am sorry, “and the Asian American ex- 
ecutive from Toys-R-Us,” not “as.” 

Do you recall if there was, I guess — prior to this September 21st or at or around 
September 21st, when it says they have not bumped anyone off of our list, was there 
a list that USTR had come up with before? 

Answer. As I said to you before, the staff was working with the White House and 
was trying to put a list together or put people together under my general criteria 
for the commission. I was not involved in that process in the back and forth between 
the White House and USTR, nor am I involved in any of these two e-mails that you 
have just shown me. Therefore, it would have been — I was not aware of any of this 
back-and-forth conversation. 

Question. I think the record will reflect prior that there was no list that USTR 
produced that had Yah Lin Trie or Charlie Trie, as he is known, being generated 
from your office. I think the record is fairly clear on that. 

Mr. Ballen. I am going to object to that. I don’t know — if you are asking the wit- 
ness a question, you are asking the witness a question. Otherwise, you are talking 
about USTR produced and put it on the record as if— the committee will be entitled 
to hold hearings on the initial report based on the document. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Your testimony is you don’t know if Charlie Trie’s name was being pro- 
posed by anyone in your office? 

Answer. I have no recollection of that. 

Question. When it says here a DNC nominee Yah Lin Trie, do you know generally 
whether there were DNC nominees that were referred to this or other commissions? 

Answer. I have no idea. I have no personal knowledge of that. 

Question. Do you know what is meant by a DNC nominee? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of people from the White House proposing 
DNC nominees on any occasion? 

Answer. I have no personal knowledge of that whatsoever. 

Question. Continuing on, the second paragraph of this second E mail, it says, 
“Charles thinks the best thing to do is get the Executive order amended so it can 
be increased.” Apparently meaning the commission’s numbers can be increased. Do 
you have any knowledge about the Executive order increasing the size of the com- 
mission? 

Answer. I have no specific recollection of that. I am sure at some point someone 
told me they had increased the numbers of persons on the commission. 

Question. Do you recall if there was ever any discussion about putting Charlie 
Trie on this commission? 

Answer. I can’t recall any discussion about that whatsoever. 

Ms. Comstock. I would like to make this E mail Deposition Exhibit Number 12. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-12 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Do you recall your staff submitting names of nominees to you before 
that list would be submitted to the White House? 

Mr. Robbins. You mean in general? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 


Question. In general. 

Answer. At some point there was a formal submission. That would have gone 
through me. It is quite possible there were informal exchanges of information be- 
tween USTR and the White House with regard to members of this or any other com- 
mission, but I would not have been involve in that day-to-day discussion, conversa- 
tion or exchange of documents. 

Question. Do you have any — ^1 am showing you another document that has been 
marked EOF 81127, 25 through 27. It is a decision memorandum for Ambassador 
Kantor through Ambassador Hillman from Demetri Boutris. The subject is the 
Bingaman Commission, Executive order eimendment. The date says October 7 at the 
top. It is cut off, the end of the page on the document received, but I believe it is 
October 6, 1995. 

Answer. I have looked at it. 

Question. Attached to this decision memorandum, is that your signature on the 
bottom where it says approved? 

Answer. Yes, it looks like my initials. 

Question. Attached to this is a memo for Alice Rivlin from Ambassador Kantor. 
The subject is a draft Executive order. Then attached to that, page 81127 is the 
amendment to the Executive order which expanded the size of this commission up 
to 20 people in place of 15. Do you recall an 3 rtning about this Executive order? 

Answer. Not specifically, but clearly it would have been a routine matter to in- 
crease the size of an advisory commission or a commission that you were working 
where you wanted diversity, both of opinion, background, geography and experience. 
This was not unusual. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussion with anybody in yoiur office about the 
commission being expanded to accommodate Mr. Trie? 

Answer. To accommodate Mr. Trie? I can’t ever recall a conversation specifically 
involving expanding the commission to accommodate Mr. Trie. 

Question. Do you know a Mr. Ernie Green? 

Answer. Yes, I know Ernie Green. 

Question. How long have you known Mr. Green? 

Answer. About 6 years. 

Question. Did Mr. Green ever caU you about Mr. Trie at any time? 

Answer. I can’t recall any conversation with Ernie Green about Mr. Trie. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Mr. Green’s sponsoring Mr. Trie for 
this commission? 

Answer. I have no knowledge of that whatsoever. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussion with anybody at the White House 
about Mr. Trie being on this commission? 

Answer. I have no recollection of a discussion with anyone at the White House 
about Mr. Trie with regard to this commission. 

Ms. Comstock. I would like this marked Deposition Exhibit No. 13. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-13 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Knowing what you know today about Mr. Trie, what you have read or 
any personal knowledge you have on him, would you have recommended him to be 
on this commission? 

Answer. That is pure speculation. 

Mr. Ballen. I object to that question. 

The Witness. I am not going to speculate on that. 

Mr. Ballen. The witness never testified that he either recommended Mr. Trie or 
even knew about Mr. 'Trie. We have been going for 20 minutes on this now. 

Ms. Comstock. I am saying what he knows today, would that have been some- 
body on his list? 

Mr. Robbins. Look, the first thing to be said is that there is no testimony because 
it is not in fact the case that this witness recommended Mr. Trie in the first place 
or that anyone reporting to him recommended Mr. Trie. The second is there is no 
foundation that he has Teamed anjfthing about Mr. Trie one way or the other, an- 
other point that has not been established. 
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The third is that had you even established those things, the answer to the re- 
maining question would be pure speculation, which, relying on your initial injunc- 
tion to the witness at the outset of the deposition three and a quarter hours ago, 
was that he ought not to speculate. So taken yoiu* advice as given, he will not do 
so now. 

Ms. Comstock. 1 think he has already done that. So thank you for the speech. 

Mr. Robbins. Next question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. What are the duties of Jennifer Hillm an at USTR, if you know? 

Answer. She is no longer at USTR. 

Question. When she was there at or around September of 1995? 

Answer. First, she was ambassador for textiles. She represented the United States 
in textile negotiations. Then 1 named her ^neral counsel. 

Question. What did those duties include in each position? 

Answer. As textile negotiator, you negotiate agreements under the multi-fiber ar- 
rangements and under the Uruguay Round as well as bilateral agreements with 
other countries in terms of textile quotas and other matters related to that. As gen- 
eral coimsel, of course, she was in charge of the legal staff at USTR and reviewed 
any and all ^estions Uiat come under that jurisdiction. 

Question. Could you describe the duties of Demetri Boutris in September of 1995, 
at or around that time frame? 

Answer. Mr. Boutris worked in the office of USTR. He was a special assistant to 
the chief of staff, Mr. Scher, and maybe Mr. Nides before Mr. Scher. 1 don’t know 
when that chaimed. I am tiding to remember. Anyway, to the chief of staff and 
worked in the office of the USTR. 

Question. Other than what you have told us this far, do you have any other 
knowledge of Mr. Trie or how he came to be on this commission? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know who was in chaise of selecting the names for the commis- 
sion generally, who gathered them and then typed them up? 

Answer. You talking about the Bingaman Commission? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. It was a, as I understand it, although I was not personally involved in 
the day-to-day discussions, combined effort between USTR and the White House 
personnel. 

Question. What was your understanding of the commission’s activities? 

Answer. The commission was designed to review our trade policies in Asia, to ana- 
lyze market barriers or barriers to entry for U.S. products and services, and suggest 
recommendations as to how we could better impact the fastest growing market in 
the world, which is Asia. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. — strike that. 

Understanding that you had moved over to the Commerce Department in April 
of 1996, so at the time when stories about Mr. Trie first started appearing in late 
1996, you were no longer at the USTR’s office, but did you at any time Imve any 
discussions with anybody within the government about whether or not Mr. Trie 
should continue to serve on that commission? 

Answer. I can’t recall any discussion that I had with anyone regarding that sub- 
ject. 

Question. After you left the USTR office, did you have any occasion to work with 
anyone about the Bingaman Commission? 

Answer. I can’t rec^ an 3 rthing related to being with the commission while I was 
Secretary of Commerce. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Trie being a DNC contributor? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was the first time you leeumed of that in news accounts then? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Could you describe any knowledge you have about the appointment of 
Charles DeQueljue to the investment services and policy advisory committee in De- 
cember of 1M4? 

Answer. I have no specific knowledge, no recollection. However, I was under the 
impression that the name came from the White House. 

Question. Do you know who was in charge of putting together that advisory com- 
mittee? 

Answer. Again, we would, it would be the same process as under the Bingaman 
Commission. We were — from time to time you changed the membership of these ad- 
visory committees at USTR. They would have been conversations with my staff and 
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White House personnel regarding the membership of this commission as well as any 
other. \ 

Question. Did you have any discussion with anyone at the White House about 
Charles DeQueljue? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if you had any discussion with anyone at the White House 
regarding appointing Mi Ryu Ahn to serve on this same committee, the investment 
services and policy advisory committee. 

Answer. Say the name again. 

Question. Mi Ryu Ahn, M-I R-Y-U A-H-N? 

Answer. I do not recall the person you have just referred to as being on that com- 
mittee. But I just do not even recall the name. 

Question. Are there any other additional individuals other than the ones we have 
talked about who would have been involved in compiling names for these type of 
committees or commissions? 

Answer. It would have been either Phyllis Jones or Debbi Shon who worked in 
my — ^with our public liaison operation ^m USTR’s side. At the White House I 
would have no idea of course. That is aU I know. 

Question. Those individuals would have been working with the White House Of- 
fice of Personnel? 

Answer. Well, they would have compiled a list and would have sent it over infor- 
mally, would have tried to put names acting together. 

Question. Was this back and forth between the 2 offices? 

Answer. I just assume. I was not involved in that day-to-day. 

Question. I am trying to get your understanding of the process to the extent you 
have knowledge? 

Were you aware of any conflict of interest waivers that were raised in relation 
to Mr. DeQueljue? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In the 1993 APEC summit in Seattle, do you recall ever meeting with 
James Riady at that summit? 

Answer. No. I have no recollection of meeting with James Riady in 1993 at APEC. 

Question. I would like to discuss with you some issues related to GSP privfieges 
for Indonesia. 

Mr. Robbins. GSP privileges for Indonesia. 

The Witness. General System of Preferences. Are we going to discuss policy mat- 
ters? 

Mr. Robbins. I assume it will not take a lot of windup to get to some pitch that 
relates to fund-raising improprieties. We are not going to have a seminar on trade 
policy, are we? 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall in 1993 discussing GSP issues with anybody at the White 
House in regards to Indonesia? 

Mr. Ballen. I object. I do not see the pertinency of this question. 

Mr. Robbins. I have a pending objection as well. The objection is that if you need 
to lay a foundation for something that is going to connect the aUeged fimd-raismg 
improprieties, that is fine. But we are not going to engage in some long dissertation 
on the policy of this administration or any of its constituents. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. 1 am showing the witness a document marked HHH 3585 through 96, 
which is a January 20, 1994 letter to the Honorable Michael Kantor from Dr. Arifin 
Siregar, Ambassador to Indonesia. It discusses steps taken by the government of In- 
donesia to improve worker rights. These are documents that we received from Hip 
Hing Holding Company, which is a company that John Huang worked with in the 
early 1990s. Do you recaU receiving this document from the Ambassador of Indo- 
nesia. 

Mr. Ballen. Mr. Kantor, I will object to the question again. Same grounds as to 
relevance before this committee’s inquiry. 

Mr. Robbins. Do you remember getting this document? 

The Witness. Well, I remember the situation and our commitment to try to im- 
prove worker rights in Indonesia and that Bob Cassidy and Mr. Damond, who 
worked for Bob negotiating this agreement. I do not remember the specific letter at 
this point, but I certainly remember the fact that we reached this agreement in 
1994. 



1181 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Were you aware of anyone from the Riady family or Lippo Group or 
Lippo affiliates such as Hip Ring Holdings contacting anyone at the v^te House 
about these worker rights issues? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of John Huang contacting anybody at the White House 
about these matters in 1993 or early 19^? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock. I will make this Deposition Exhibit Number 14. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK-14 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you know if you ever talked about any of these GSP privileges for 
Indonesia issues with Webb Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of reports that I believe Mr. Damond said that he had 
been asked to meet with somebody from the Riady family at some point about this 
issue? 

Mr. Robbins. Is he aware of reports like in the Washington Post? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 


Question. News reports. 

Answer. Mr. Damond? 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Mr. Damond ever meeting with the 
Riadys? 

Answer. No, I do not. 

Question. Do you know if individuals at the USTR office were involved in the deci- 
sion in February of 1994 to end the review of Indonesia on the labor standards 
issues? 

Answer. We were — the person at USTR involved in that decision, the review was 
not ended. The investigation was suspended based upon the agreement to improve 
the labor rights in Indonesia. It was a very good agreement, and Mr. Damond is 
a career employee and did a very good job on that, working with Bob Cassidy, who 
is his supervisor. Both of them are career employees. 

Mr. Ballen. I will continue to object. I was not aware and I do not think any 
of our Members were aware that we were going to have a deposition where Mr. 
Kantor was going to be questioned about his tenure at USTR, wluch, I will editorial- 
ize, was a distinguished tenure. There has never been a statement by the chairman 
or anyone before the committee that the deposition of Mr. Kantor would encompass 
inquiries into his tenure at USTR and how he performed his function there. 

Ms. Comstock There have been issues raised in the newspaper about how 

Mr. Ballen. The newspaper does not govern how we investigate it. Maybe it does 
for you. Maybe that is the problem here. But I thought we had a committee. I 
thought we had resolutions that we passed in the House and we must ask questions 
pertinent to those. 

Ms. Comstock And we are. I am asking about the Riady family. There are letters 
to the White House discussing these issues and other areas. I am finding out any 
knowledge that Mr. Kantor has about any communications that may have gone to 
his office or others. He has testified what that knowledge is or is not. That is what 
we are doing here. I think there has certainly been pubhc reports that human rights 
groups were very concerned about how those issues came about, and we are looking 
at how and why they came about. I think we have Members of our committee on 
both sides of the aisle who are veiy interested in those human rights issues. 

Mr. Ballen. If you can point me to a specific authorization of this committee or 
in any committee meeting or any statement that we were to investigate human 
rights in Indonesia. 

Ms. Comstock Government policies and how they were affected by donors, Mr. 
Riady being a large donor in the 1992 campaign, is an issue that is being examined 
by the committee. 

Mr. Robbins. I would like the record to reflect that to the extent that there were 
any facts asserted in the last colloquy, they do not reflect the testimony of this wit- 
ness who is patiently abiding the next question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did you participate in what has been generally described as the 
Wednesday money meetings at the White House? 
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Answer. Wednesday what? 

Question. Money meetings at the White House in 1996. 

Answer. I had nothing to do with money in 1996, as you described it. I assume 
you are referring to campaign fund-raising. 

Question. Yes, and I am also referring to meetings that were held at the White 
House, strategy meetings on Wednesday evenings? 

Answer. Those were not about campaign fund-raising. 

Question. At any of the meetings, did you attend Wednesday evening strategy 
meetings? 

Answer. Which meetings are you talking about? 

Question. Well, you said you have not attended money meetings at the White 
House. 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Aid then separately did you attend strategy meetings during the cam- 
paign in 1996 at the White House? 

Aiswer. With who? 

Question. With anyone at the White House. 

Answer. Yes. I attended what were known as Wednesday evening meetings on po- 
litical strategy, most of which were not held on Wednesday evening. 

Question. And were fund-raising issues, they were not discussed at those meet- 
ings? 

Answer. No, they were not. 

Ms. Comstock. If we could just take a moment, I think I am just about done. 

(Recess). 

Ms. Comstock. Back on the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is an October 17, 1996 Los Angeles Daily News article. I only have 
one copy of it here, but in this article it indicates that Mr. Riady did meet with 
trade official Joseph Damond, Director for Southeast Asia at the Trade Representa- 
tive’s office. The article says, “Mr. Damond described Riad^s role today as some- 
thing of a cultural intermediary advising American officials about how to shape 
their demands,” so that the Indonesian government understood we were not trying 
to harm their competitiveness but we truly wanted to improve labor conditions. 

I wanted to show that to the witness and ask if you had any understanding of 
Mr. Riady having any type of role like that in relation to trade issues with Indo- 
nesia? 

Answer. I never discussed Indonesia trade issues with Mr. Riady. I never met 
with Mr. Riady about Indonesia trade issues and have no knowledge of Mr. 
Damond’s meeting with Mr. Riady, if in fact it ever occurred. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about anybody at the White House having 
any discussion with Mr. Riady about any trade issues or being a cultured inter- 
mediary? 

Answer. No, I have no personed knowledge of that whatsoever. 

Ms. Comstock I will make this Deposition Exhibit Number 15. 

[Kantor Deposition Exhibit No. MK— 15 was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Comstock I would note there is highlighting on this copy and I will get for 
the reporters a document that is unhighlighted. It is LA Dady News, Thursday, Oc- 
tober 17, 1996. Well, it is a David Sanger article from the New York Times. I tldnk 
it is printed in the Los A^eles Dady News. The article is entitled “Administration 
Offers Defense of Indonesian Policy.” 

The Witness. May I see that again? 

Thank you very much. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you know of a gentleman named Jack Padadino who worked on the 
campaign, Clinton-Gore campaign in 1992? 

Answer. I don’t think I have ever met him. I know who he is. 

Question. Do you know whether Mr. Padadino, an}rthing about him ever doing any 
investigations of Members of Congress? 

Answer. I have no knowledge of that whatsoever. 

Mr. Ballen. I wdl object to this dne of questioning. I fad to see the relevance 
again to the inquiry. 

Ms. Comstock I believe that is ad the questions I have at this time. Thank you, 
Mr. Kantor. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Mr. Kantor, I have just five questions, just so the record is clear. 

When Mr. Hubbell annoimced his intention to resign from the Department of Jus- 
tice, did you have any reason to believe that he was possibly guilty of criminal mis- 
conduct? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In fact, it was not until late in 1994 at or about his guilty plea that 
you found out that there was any criminal component to his billing dispute with 
the Rose law firm? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. Did the President, First Lady or anyone working at the White House 
ever ask you to provide any assistance to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever discuss who was providing assistance to Mr. Hubbell, the 
President, First Lady or anyone at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In fact, I believe you testified you never at any time attempted to find 
any employment opportunities for Mr. HubbeU? 

Answer. Yes. That is correct. I have testified to that. 

Question. And did you ever discuss setting up trust funds to help Mr. Hubbell 
witii the President? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Ballen. I have no further questions. 

Ms. Comstock. Thank you, Mr. Kantor. 

[Whereupon, at 11:46 a.m., the deposition was concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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TO: Da 11a Traynhaa 
FR: Mallnda Taa 
RE: RMB'a Bchadula 
DATE: Saptaabar 14, 1S«2 

Par our convaraatlon, hara la tha propsaad achadula for RMB thla 
waak in California. I will ba atafflnq Ma ac both avanta. 

Thuraday, Saptanbar IT, 1992 
3:00 p.a. CO 3:30 p.a. 

Japanaaa Cultural and Coanunlty CanCar of Northarn California 
Contact on Sita: Catharlr.a Lew (Cllnten/Cofa) (415) 567-5505 
1940 Suttar Straat batwaan Buchanan and Habatar, San Franciaco 
Kaatlnj with alaetad offlelala and coBSunity laadara, epan to 
praaa. laauaa diacuaalon. 

Eatlaatad attandanca: 20 laadare/20 praaa 

Kay alaetad offlelala: Toa Halah - SF Suparvlaor, Laland Yaa - ST 
School Board, wiiaa Chan - Oakland School Board, Mabel Tang - SF 
Conaur.ity Collage Board, Klka Honda, Santa Clara County Suparvlaor 

3:30 p.a. to 4:00 p.a. 

Rally with Kortharn California Aaian Pacific Aaarlcana for 
Cllnto.-./Sora, Approalaataly IOC paopla. Introducad by Mika Honda. 
Kaacaga; Changa and How tha Clinton Haaaaga Appllaa to tha Asian 
Pa::.fie Aaarloan Coaaunlty; Rebuild Aaarloa, Rebuild Hops and 
Raglatar to Vota. 

Friday, Saptaabar IS, 1992 
APAC-VOTE, Contact Nora Lua 
23910 Kadlaon Avenue 
Torrance, California 
(110) 791-1011 

10:00 a. a. to 10:3a a. a. 

Private seating with Nora Lua and key coaaunlty leaders. Closed 
to prase. Isclaatad attandanca: 30 paopla. This topic Is 
Aalar. Pacific Aaariban issues in t.he elaeclon. A discussion will 
fcc'ja on what this group should ba doing to win back tha election. 

10:30 a. a. tSY^tOiSS a. a. 

Praaa avaiXJfttt Aslan Pacific Anarican alaetad offlelala and 
::.-.nunlty ivdars, including Secretary of State March Fong Eu, LA 
City CounollpBiK Niehaal Woo, Torrance City Couneilaan Caorga 
vakano, CailMa City Couneilaan Has Fukai, Carson City Couneilaan 
rata Fajardo, Dr. Tahla Lai (Chair, Pacific Islanders 
Irganlration) . Introducad by . . .Kasaaga: Cat out and register 
TO vote, Aslan Pacific Aitericans tor Clinton/Cora. 


E 0000619 


i EXHIBIT 

M<-l 


cc: Staphanla Solian 
Mickey Ranter 
Mercy Sandoval 
Laaann Inadeal 
Marla Cardona 
Andrew Morin 
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Page 2~ 

Citation Search Result 

: '94 WASHPOST AOl 

J/-/94 Wash. Post AOl 
1994 WL 2274035 

The Washington Post 
Copyright 1994 

Wednesday, March 2, 1994 
A SECTION 

Law Firm Probing Hubbell; Billing Irregularities Alleged; Clinton Aide Denies 

Wrongdoing 
Susan Schmidt 

Washington Post Staff Writer 

The Rose Law Firm in Little Rock, Ark., has been investigating 
the billing practices ofAssociate Attorney General Webster L. 

Hubbell during the time he was a partner in the Rose firm. The 
investigation, which is being conducted by senior partners of the 
firm, focuses on whether Hubbell overbilled clients and used law 
firm money to pay for personal expenses, according to sources close 
to the firm. 

The internal investigation began in the summer of 1992, and the 
firm is considering notifying the Resolution Trust Corp. and several 
other major clients of billing irregularities, according to a source 
familiar with the matter. The firm also has been weighing whether to 
inform the state bar association. 

The RTC, the federal agency overseeing the savings and loan 
industry, was among the major clients Hubbell handled for Rose, one 
of Arkansas' oldest and most prestigious law firms. In addition to 
Hubbell, its former partners include First Lady Hillary Rodham 
Clinton and the late Vincent Foster, who served as deputy White 
House counsel before his suicide last July. 

The pace of the Rose firm's inquiry has sped up in recent weeks 
as the law firm was subpoenaed in a criminal investigation by 
special counsel Robert B. Fiske Jr., who is investigating President 
Clinton's Whitewater land venture and the failed Madison Guaranty 
Savings & Loan, a former Rose firm client. 

Asked whether Hubbell had overbilled clients or used the firm's 
money to pay for personal expenses, Hubbell 's attorney, John Nields, 
said, "No, that did not happen." He said he had no knowledge that 
Rose lawyers are considering reporting Hubbell 's activities to the 
A' ''ansas Bar Association. "I certainly doubt it, but only the firm 
c answer that question," Nields said. 
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Numerous senior lawyers at the firm contacted in recent days 
aiL,.jt the Hubbell investigation said they could not comment on it 
and referred all questions to managing partner Ronald M. Clark. 

Clark declined repeated requests for interviews this week. When 
first asked about the investigation in an interview about three 
weeks ago/ he said he would have no comment on any internal inquiry 
of Hubbell/ but said "anything and everything" related to the 
special counsel's investigation is being examined internally. 

Walter B. Stuart, who is acting as a spokesman for the Rose 
firm, said Monday that "I'm certainly not confirming or denying 
anything." He said the firm would not respond to inquiries 
concerning clients or internal matters. Stuart, a lawyer with the 
Houston firm of Vinson ( Elkins, is representing the Rose firm in 
connection with the special counsel's ongoing investigation. 

One source familiar with the inquiry said that Rose lawyers are 
investigating whether Hubbell wrote checks on an account used for 
client expenses to pay for his personal trips, credit card bills and 
other items. The firm has examined records going back to 1986, 
according to the source. 

In some instances. Rose lawyers also are investigating whether 
F ell credited to himself hours of legal work performed by 
salaried associates, according to sources. 

In one case involving a company owned by Hubbell's in^-laws. Rose 
lawyers believe the firm lost about $500,000 because of a billing 
arrangement Hubbell made with his relatives. In that instance, 

Hubbell took on a contingency basis a complex patent infringement 
case on behalf of his in-laws. Rose lost the case, and belatedly 
discovered that Hubbell had agreed that the law firm would pay for 
expert witnesses on his in-law's behalf. 

A lawsuit filed against the Rose firm in federal court in 
Washington in May 1993 shows that a consultant had a written 
agreement with Hubbell providing that the Rose firm would pay his 
fees, amounting to $156,000. The Rose firm balked but was legally 
obligated to pay the bill, court records show. 

Hubbell, a close friend and frequent golfing companion of the 
president, has taken control of a wide array of issues at Justice, 
including civil rights and other non-criminal matters. Some 
department officials have described him as the department's chief 
operating officer. 

Hubbell generally is regarded as the department's chief point of 
c .act with the White House, and was effectively running Justice as 
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V e House "liaison" in the months before Janet Reno's confirmation 
as attorney general last spring. He was confirmed to the No. 3 job 
there in May. 

The Rose firm has been racked with turmoil in recent months, 
with many of the 60 attorneys there upset at being dragged into 
special counsel Fiske's investigation of Madison and Whitewater. 

The subpoena recently served on the Rose firm in relation to 
Fiske's investigation sought materials on a wide array of 
individuals and entities, including Hubbell's father-in-law, Seth 
Ward, a former Madison employee and borrower. The subpoena also 
sought materials on P.O.M. Inc., a parking meter firm owned by the 
Ward family and represented by Hubbell. P.O.M. was the firm involved 
in the patent infringement case handled by Rose. 

Hillary Clinton represented Madison before state regulators in 
the mid-1980s, a matter that figures into the special counsel’s 
investigation. She and President Clinton were joint owners of 
Whitewater with Madison owner James B. McDougal and his former wife 
Susan . 

Four of the Rose firm’s top partners came to Washington with 
C^'nton's election and because prominent figures in the 
i .nistration. In addition to Hillary Clinton, Hubbell and Foster, 
former Rose managing partner William Kennedy is in the White House 
counsel's office, 

Fiske's wide-ranging probe also is examining Foster’s suicide. 

On the morning of his death, U.S. Park Police records show that 
.Foster received a phone message from C. Brantley Buck, the Rose 
firm’s chief financial officer. Foster tried to return the call 
later that morning but did not get through. It is not known what 
Buck was calling about. Buck declined to be interviewed this week. 

With the departure of four of its most senior partners, a new 
generation of lawyers has taken control of the Rose firm, most of 
them in their thirties and early forties. Sources close to the firm 
say many of them are furious that their livelihoods and their firm's 
once-sterling reputation are being damaged by actions of the firm's 
old guard. 

Any grievances made to the bar association remain confidential 
unless it decides to take disciplinary action against a lawyer. 

Rose partners have been advised by the state's leading expert in 
professional ethics. University of Arkansas Prof. Harold Brill, that 
f V have a duty to report any findings about Hubbell to the state 
L association, according to a source close to the firm. Brill 
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ined to comment yesterday. 

A source close to the firm said senior lawyers there have been 
agonizing over how to resolve the Hubbell investigation. But they 
have tried to find ways to handle the probe that cause the least 
amount of embarrassment to the Clinton administration and to 
Hubbell . 
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Caption: Webster Hubbell 's clients at Rose Law Firm, one of 

the oldest and most prestigious in Arkansas, included the federal 

Resolution Trust Corp. 
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HUBBELL TRUSTS 

P. O. Box 1126 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203 


August 21, 1995 


Mr. Bernard Rapoport 

American Income Life Insurance Company 

P.O. Box 2608 

Waco, TX 76797 


Dear Mr. Rapoport: 



On behalf of Webb A Suzy I want to thank you for your generous gift to 
their children's education trust. Before Webb left for prison the education 
of his daughters was a major concern. He was aware of your gift and when I 
talked with him last night he told me to tell you how thankful he was. four 
gift will be used for the girls education this semester. I really want you 
to know how much I appreciate your kindness. I am sure 1 will be calling you 
to give you messages from Webb. Once again thanks for the help. 


Sincerely, 


jtX 


Michael C. Schaufele, CPA 


MCS;jlm 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO: 

Mrs. Doris Matsui 

FROM: 

Holli Weymouth 

DATE: 

June 18. 1996 

FAX: 

4S6-6218 


In the absence of an official biography for Mr. J.H. Zhou, I am forwarding a copy of a 
letter written to NGcIcey Kantor by John McAllister which provides a very good overview 
of Mr. Zhou's experience and the reason for his US visit. Please let me know if you 
require any additional information. 

Best regards. 


i EXHIBIT 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 


TO: 

Mr. Jude Kearney 

FROM: 

Holli Weymouth 

DATE: 

June 18, 1996 

FAX: 

482-4775 


In ihe absence of an official biography for Mr. J.H. Zhou, I am forwarding a copy of a 
letter written to Mickey Kantor by John McAllister which provides a very good overview 
of Mr Zhou's experience and the reason for his US visit. Please let me know if you 
require any additional infoimation. 

Best regards. 


CC-H-000077 
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BEIJING INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL CENTER CO. LTD. 

Building HJS, DiaoyiaaJ Stau Ctusr House, Haidian DistHcS, Beijing 100930, CHINA 
Tel: (8S) ■ 10 • «859 09«» 

Fu: (OO - 10 - «<S7 8586 


Job* T. McAlljtcr 
Dtiwty G«a«nil Meaifcr 


Sluae 199< 


Hon. Mickey Kantor 
Secretary 

U. S. O^pirtment of Commerce 
Wuhin^n. O. C. 

Via Fax; 00- 1 -202-t82-274 1 

Dear Mickey, 

Mr. J. U. 2iou, the Presideat of our parent holding company whom I inttoduced to you 
on your March 1995 visit here, will be in Washington June 17-21 and has been 
encouraged by Fritz HoUings to seek a meeting with you at your convenience. Fritz will 
be contacting you about this request 

Fritz and Peatsy met Mr. 2hou during their trip here in early April Mir. Zhou has been 
encouraged by discussions with them to try to take a more active role in helping to 
advance U. S. • China relations, especially trade and commercial relatians. 

Mr. Zhou is now accompanying Mme. Wu Yi an her tour of Latin America, following 
which he will come to Washington. As I have mentioned to yro befiiie, Mr. Zhou has 
had a long standing and close relation:^p with Mme. Wu Yt sinea bar da^ at Deputy 
Mayor of Beijing. Recently, Mr. Zhou and I had a dinner meeting here w^ Mme. Wu 
Yi as she prepared for her trade mission. 

Mr. Zhou is the President and nincmal of Junefiel d (H oldingsj) LtdU e Hong Kong 
registered holding careimy. viituaUy all of'Se nwor subsidianea are P. ^ C. 
legisterBd and bued private entetprise eompeniee wits two exeeptioas: Bade and 
services companies in Hong Kong and trading and service compenirt in Peru. 

Junefield originated as a textile trading company empbasiziDg cashmere and angora wool. 
That subsidiery continues to be a major contrihutor to what is now a mote divenified 
company with a growing emphasis on real estate development end uihan renewal 


i 
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Two Junefield subsidunes. one of which T menage, are now engaged in the largest urban 
lenewil project in Central Beijing on two adjacent parcels. The project area, located 
about 1 mile west of Tiananmen Square, ia in total about 110 aaea conditional 
approval for about 26 milli on sq. ft. of mixed-use developmenL About 4 milli on sq. ft. 
of tfais is now imder construcoon and comprises tfac largest private euleiprise uiban 
destmation development in Central Beijing. Known as FUz|. _l^ project will 

inriiirle China’s largest department store which will be Beijmg’s mat international 
department store as well as a five star 600 room hotel. 

As a leader of China's new young generation of private enttepreneun Mr. Zhou has a 
strong business interest in advancing U. S. • China trade and commercial lelationa. He 
has never before visited Washington. He has decided to coma to Washington to learn 
more about how he can be helpful and to esublish enduring personal lelatioDiiiipt. 

In late April, Mr, Zhou had the opportunity to meet and get to know Marie Middleton, 
fonneily of the White House staff and now an intern arinnal buiineasman, Marie has 
inciously oSeted to arrange a lunch meeting for Mr. Zhou in the West Wing of the 
White House and hai made other suggestions of people for Mr. Zhou to get to know. 
Suggestions of your own would be greatly appreciated. 

This past week we had a series of veiy constructive meetings with Dr. Michael Copps, 
Depi^ Assistant Secretary for Basie Industries, who is an old and good ffiend of mme 
ftom Fritz Hollings' staff Mike took the time to visit our urban renewal project area 
and to inspect the corutniction of Junefield Plaza. 

Whoi the President announced your appointment, he suggested that the oppoitunity had 
tirived for you to be “the good cop”, Zhou, I and our e oU eag u e j want to do all we 
can to help in that task in Beijing. Mr. Zhou wishes to meet with you to: 

(1) presem some of his idem about advancing U. S.<3iina trade and commercial 
relarions; 

(2) obtain your ideas and suggestions for action that he can pursue; and 

(3) establi^ the basis for a continuing cooperative effort. 

I will arrive in Washington on the afternoon of 1 1 June and will be at the Washington 
Mamott (Phone: 393-2000 / Fax: 626-6991). Once again, I will have an oppoitunity 
to be an advance man, this time for Mr. Zhou's 17-21 June visiL Your consinetaiion of 
our request will be appreciated. I will contact your office after my arrival. 



oc: Senator and Mrs. Ernest F. Hollings 

Mirk Middleton, Esq. 
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From: Jennifer Hillman 

Toj boutris demecri 

Date: Thursday, September 21, 199S 11:55 am 

Sxibject: US Pacific Commission -Forwarded 

Can you look into two issues for me. This is not urgent, but 
we'll need it in the near term. The Executive Order regarding 
the Bingaman commission calls for the commission to consist of 15 
members and for the report to be issued bv February 1, 1996. 


However, the White House now wants to add more members and there 
is no way the report can be done by Feb 1, 1996, given that the 
appointees will ha^^e to go through a securitiy clearance, etc. 

Ca n you find out:^(^ how dif ficult is it and what i^.^^a^l^ocess'" 
toya m^d the executive ord^A (I'd suggest calling (Mac Reediat 
OMb) and if we we^ not able to easily. amend cHe exfisiltive I 
order, wha^ happens we simply have tod many member s amd the 
report is issued late? / 




From: Phyllis Jones I 

To: hillman jenaifer. scher peter, n \ 

Date: Thursday, September 21, 1995 11:32 am 

Sxibject; US Pacific Commission 




Well, I spoke with Charles Duncan about Bingaman lat* Wed. Here 
is the update. They have not bumped anyone off of ^r list. 
However, they want to add 3 people - a Senator Sar^nes 
person (Charles will let me know the name) , a DNC^ominee Yah Lin 
Trie, President of Daihatsu / 

International, an international trading company/ and an 
Asian-American exec from Toys R Us. / 

J^harle^v thinks the 'best thing to do is to g^ th^^xec ordeiy 
^^^^endedko it can be increased. / 

how difficult is this to do? T^y are trying to push 
this' through but we need to get the ques/ion answered about the 
commission size. Also, we will need to/ext end the rep ort due 
ja te . / ' ^ 

TKank?. / 




exhibit 
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CXECLTtV E OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF THE I NTTEO STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE 
•vaSMINOTON. O.C :';506 


OSCISION MEHORANDim 


Occober 6, 


FOR: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 



Ambassador Xancor 
Ambassador Hillms^ 

Oemecri Boucri5( 

Blnaaman Commission Execucive Order Amendmenc 


Attached for '/our signature is a memo to 0MB Director Riv^ 
requesting an amendmenc to the Execucive Order establishing the 
Bingaman Commission by (i) expanding its membership from 15 to 
Co 20 members, and (ii) extending the deadline its report to Ch 
President from next February I to next June 30. 

FTI, 0MB and COJ legal staff have informally pre-cleared c. 
attached text, reser/ing final comments, if any, for Director 
Rivlin. 


Tab A MK memo to Director Rivlin 

Tab 3 Draft Amendmenc to Execucive Order 

Tab C Original Bingaman Commission 
Execucive Order 




proved. I've initialed Che 


Let's discuss. 


Co Director Rivlin. 



EOF 081125 


cc P. Scher, I. Shapiro. P- Jones. M. .Leasiond, L. Sands, R. 
Cassidy 
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TH6 UNITED STATES TRADE BEPRESENTATVE 
Execuuva Office at me Presicem ' 
Wesnmgton. D.C. 20506 - 


MEMDRAMDDM FOR Alice M. Sivlin 
Direcccr 

Office of Managemenc and Budgec 


FROM: 


Ambassadcr.'M.ijhael Kanccr 
tJniced StSj^s'^ade Represencacive 


SUBJECT: Draft Executive Order: Amendment to the United 

States -Pacific Trade and Investment Policy 
Commissisn 


Attached is a draft executive order amending the provisions of 
Executive Order 12964 cf June 21, 199S that instituted the 
Commission on United States-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy 
(’Commission*! by expanding the Commission's membership from IS 
to up to 20 members, and extending the deadline for submission 
the Commission's report to the President from February I, 1996 
June 30, 1996. 

Pursuant to Ebcecutive Order 11030, as amended, I hereby request 
processing of this draft executive order. 

In particular, this draft executive order substitutes in 
Executive Order 12964 !i) section 1. second sentence, *up to 20* 

for *15’, and (ii) section 2, first sentence, "June 30* for 
•February 1". A copy cf Executive Order 12964 establishing the 
Commission is also attached. 


eop 


08112* 
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Drat: 


EXECUTIVE ORDER 


AMENDMENT TO EXECUTIVE ORDER 129S4 


3y the authority vested in me as President by the 
Constitution and the laws of the "nited States of America, 
including the Federal Advisory Committee Act, as amended (5 
U.S.C. App.), and to facilitate the work of the Commission on 
United States- Pacific Trade and Investment Policy, it is hereby 
ordered that Executive Order 12964 of Tune 21, 199S, is amended 
!i) in section 1 by inserting in the seccnd sentence "up to 20’ 
in place of ’IS", and ii) in section 2 by inserting in the first 
sentence ’June 30* in place of ’February 1’. 


THE •.miTE HOUSE, 


(date) 


EOP 081127 
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KeouTAAN Bcsar KspvnLfK Lvaoxeua 
Embassy or Tkb Reruauc or Ixookisia 
WAMN t^*CTnX. D.C.IHWCMI 



Tiir am]Va.«;5aj>ok 


January 20, 1994 



CtlA.^CRUr 

MA«»Ae»«ii««TT« AVCNCC. V. V. 
TruroowK tTA-aiMo 


The Honorable Michael Kantoc 
United Statea Trade Repreientative 
Executive Office of the Preaident 
Washington# DC 20506 

Dear Ambassador Kantort 

Xt is ny honor to draw your attention to additional steps 
taken by ny Government to Improve vorker rights in our country. 
These Include the promulgation of t%fO important, regulations vhieh 
constitute significant steps in the areas of freedom of 
association and collective bargaining, as well as the . settlement 
of industrial disputes. I have outlined these and other steps we 
have taken In the attached suanary. This supplements the 
states^nts made by the Government of Indonesia before the 65? 
Subcosmtittee on November 1# 1993. All these steps are reflective 
of our on-going coamiOMnt to Improve worker rights . 

We are transmitting two versions* of this summary. One 
includes a copy of the confidential XLO report to my Government 
and is marked "Confidential.* The other does not Include the IXO 
report and Is to be regarded as the public version. 

The Government of Indonesia sincerely appreciates the 
opportunity to present the attached summary for your 
consideration. He respectfully request that, in light of the 
actions taken by my Government as outlined in this stimmary and in 
previous statessents, the current «R>rker rights review of Indonesia 
be terminated by Pebruary IS, 1994, with Indonesia retaining ita 
status as a 6SP. beneficiary country under the. U.S> GSP Progrsds. 

with assurances of ny highest regards, 


Yours sincerely. 





HHH 3585 
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SUMMARY OP ADDITIONAL STEPS TAKEN 
BY THE GOVERNMENT Op INDONESIA 
TO IMPROVE WORKER RIGHTS 

Introduefcion 

The Government of Indonesia ("the Government*) is pleased to 
submit this summary to the GSP Subcosoaittee of the Trade Policy 
Staff Committee (TFSC) . This submission follows many others oo 
the subject of our continuing efforts to improve the rights of 
workers and their terms and conditions of ea^loyment. Ha 
respectfully draw the Subeomnittee * s attention to the stateSMnts 
of the Government of November 3 , 1993 before the G5P Subcommittee 
of the TPSC (Exhibits 1 and 2). These statements, and the actions 
cited as taken, or proposed therein, reaffirm the commitment of 
the Government to continue taking steps to afford workers in our 
country internationally recognized worker rights* 

These continuing steps are being taken as part of our long 
term development plans to promote economic growth, equitable 
distribution of income and political stability. Indonesia has 
made considerable strides in economic development as outlined in 
our November 3 statements. It must be reaembered, however, that 
despite this progress the annual per capita income in Indonesia is 
only about u.S. $630, and our socio-economic constraints are still 
considerable. 


/ 3 / 2 ^ 
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We note that the Gcvernsient of the United State* recognizes 
the fact that the development levels of countries differ as do 
their labor standards, and that developing countries such as 
Indonesia are not expected to have the prevailing labor standards 
of the United States: 

That said/ our Government accords good labor relations a high 
priority as an integral part of our effort to promote eeonoaio 
growth and political stability and thus improve the well-being of 
our workers and all our people. For this reason we have taken the 
following additional steps to improve worker rights in our 
country. 

I. Permitting Worker Qraaniaationc Xt the Company Level to 

Negotiate Collective Labor Agreements 

The Government is pleased to announce that we have 
promulgated by Kinieterial Decree (PER/01/1994)/ a new regulation 
(Exhibit 3) which allows workers in companies employing 25 or more 
persons the right to fora company unions and for these company 
unions' to negotiate binding collective labor agreements (CIAS)» 

Previously/ management in a company employing 25 or more 
workers was required to establish Company Regulations (CRs), but 
was not obliged to negotiate these regulations with the workers. 
The Government of Indonesia concurred with the ILO's view that CRs 


"//ij 
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were "no substitute for voluntarily concluded collective labor 
agreements”. Thus, workers now not only have the right to form 
independent company unions, but also the right to negotiate 
binding collective labor agreements. Company unions are 
encouraged to join the relevant SPSI sectoral union. The CIA is 
registered with the local Office of the Department of Manpower, 
and binds both management and the company union with immediate 
effect upon signature by both parties. 

The new regulation prevents employers from taking any 
measures that haa^er the establishment of a company union. 
Moreover, workers in the company determine the requirements to be 
met by those wishing to become union officials. This new 
regulation is a significant positive step forward in the areas of 
right of association and collective bargaining. Furthermore, in 
the event of a dispute, settlement is now done in accordance with 
the new implementing regulations of Labor Lavs number 22 of 1957, 
and 12 of 1964, as described below. 

ZZ. Reducing, the Involvement of Sec«ritv AuthQrltjftff An 

Mattera 

The Government is pleased to advise that on January 4, 1994 a 
Ministerial Decision was promulgated (ISA/MEN/ 1994) which 
eliminates the role of security authorities in eases of industrial 
dispute (Exhibit 4). This new Ministerial Decision replaces 
Ministerial Decision 342/KEN/1996 and Ministerial Decisions 1108/ 
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MEM/1986 and 120/MEN/1988, which also daalt with tha sattleaant of 
labor disputes (Exhibits 5, 6 and 7} and constitutes the 
implementing regulations for dispute settlement of Laws 22 of 
1957, and 12 of 1964, among others (Exhibits 6 and 9). 

The new Ministerial Decision simplifies and consolidates the 
provisions of these former Ministerial Decisions and provides, 
among other things, for a simplified mediation procedure in the 
event that a complaint or dispute arises at the vork-place. 
Importantly too, its provisions apply to "other labor 
organizations", such as company unions. Management and workers 
are encouraged to take all possible steps to avoid lock-outs, or 
strikes and slowdowns. This is consistent with the spirit of our 
Pancasila philosophy. 

The Government has made considerable progress in bringing to 
trial those responsible for the murder of Ms. Karsinah* The 
suspects are being brought to triel and will be prosecuted to the 
full extent of the laws of Indonesia. 

1X1. Cooperation with the ILO on Issues of Worker Rights 

On October 9, 1993, the Government Invited an ILO team to 
visit Indonesia to assist in reviewing and providing advice on the 
implementation In Indonesia of ILO Convention Mo. 98 the 
Convention dealing with the right to organize and bargain 
collectively. As a result, an ILO Direct-Contacts Mission visited 
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Indoneeia from Moveabar 21-27, 1993. The Hlstioa bad wide-ranging 
and candid diseussiona with the Hiniater of Manpower, a ntimber of 
senior officials, union and other organization leaders. The 
Mission has transmitted its Confidential Report to the Government, 
and we have attached this, together with our preliminary 
assessment of the Mission Report, as Exhibit 10 for review by the 
U.S. Government only. Exhibit 10 does not appear in the public 
version of this submission. 

The Mission's findings and recommendations as well as the on- 
going dialogue we will have with the XLO provide us useful inputs 
in tahing steps to improve worker rights as part of a eontinniag 
course of action. Some of the Mission's recommendations, as 
contained particularly in paragraphs 26-29 of the Mission Report, 
in fact have already been acted upon, aa outlined in this 
statement. For example, as a result of Ministerial Decree (PER/ 
01/1994) workers now have the right to form independent company 
unions which, in turn, are allowed to negotiate binding collective 
labor agreements with management. This is reflective of a 
fundamental aspect of XLO Convention 98 which etresees the 
principle of voluntary negotiation of collective agreements. 

The Mission has recommended that the Government simplify and 
consolidate existing labor lavs and regulations. This is a 
complex task and understandably will take time. However, the 
Government has completed a compendium of all our labor lavs and 
regulations in the Indonesian language and in English. We also 




HHH 3590 



1212 


6 

hav« estabXishad a Legialativa and Regulatory Task Force to review 
our labor legislation and to avoid duplication and 
ineonsiatencies . 

Moreover, we will increase the effectiveness of eoforeeaent 
of our labor la%rs and regulations. As a first step, we will 
categorize coi^anies according to theix industrial relations 
record and detersdne which ones need to i^rove their record. 

The Govemsicnt has taken careful note of the other 
recoBoaendations of the XZ.O, and looks forward to a continuing 
productive dialogue .with the ZLO as we assess future steps that we 
will consider to continue the process of Inproving %#orker rights. 

IV. Hinimua Wages 

The Govemotent has already announced its intention to revise 
the base-line for calculating nlnitane wages from the narrow 
criterion of Ainimua subsistence to daily niAijmim living needs. 
This will be progressively iBg>lemented from April 1, the 

beginning of our nest Five-Tear Development Flan. The Government 
oversees the continued improvement of aininua wage requirements 
and benefits and ensures their implementation. 

As part of its continuing effort to raise the standard of 
living of our people and more equitably share the benefits of 
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econoxaib growth in our country, tho Governnent ha* taken steps to 
raise the mininun wage in a number of regions. In January 1994, 
for example, the minimum wage in West Java was increased by about 
40% from last yearns level; and in Jakarta by 27%. More 
importantly, the minimum wage across 27 provinces has grown at an 
average rate of 13% per year since 1985. This is well in excess 
of the rate of inflation for those years. 

V. Other Steps 

In its continaed effort* to ia^rove labor conditions in 
Indonesia and educate people about worker rights, the Government 
will conduct a nation-wide labor seminar in May 1994. The seminar 
will be opened by the President of Indonesia and speakers will 
include international labor experts from a range of countries and 
a Deputy Director General of the ILO. It will include topics such 
as the national wage system; Pancaeila industrial relations; job 
training; labor legislation; and, self employment. 

Moreover, in its next Five-Iear Development Plan, beginning 
April 1, 1994, the Government will focus on various labor issues, 
including; a national labor plan; providing labor aiarket- 
infoxmation to workers; providing internships and programs for 
worker protection; and, improving the quality of the workforce. 

We also have recently established a National Coomission on 
Buman Rights, comprising 25 eminent persons drawn from all sectors 
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of society. Members include respected ecbolaxs/ legal 
practitioners, members of MGOs, and politicians. The mandate of 
the Coamission is to formulate recommendations to the GovemsMnt 
on human rights. It also has an- educational and information 
dissemination function , and is to monitor the implementation of 
human rights, including worker rights. The Comsdssion held its 
first plenary session and has already called for petitions from 
the public and non**govemmeatal organisations on human rights 
violations . 


CQNCLOSIOH 

Indonesia has moved rapidly in the last 25 years from a 
country that was faced with abject poverty, hyper* inflation, 
inadequate infrastructure, and the lack of opportunities to pursue 
the most fundamental human right as embodied in the slrtb 
principle of the 0M Declaration of Buman flights ** the right to a 
job. Our pursuit of sound economic policies has resulted in 
tremendous strides being made in improving the standard of living 
through economic growth, reduced inflation, and increased 
employment opportunities. More than 2.3 millioo people enter the 
workforce each year, and it is thus critical for Indonesia to 
sustain econoBiic growth to create jobs for these people. 

The Government recognizes that sustained economic growth, 
political stability, and good labor relations are interdependent. 
The steps we have taken to improve labor stendards throughout the 
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y«ars, and aspacially ainea tha iasprova&ant in our aeeurity 
situation/ ara reflective of that. 

The achievement of harmonioaa industrial relations will 
support our efforts to sustain econoau.c growth and thus continue 
to create a business environnent which is of mutual benefit to our 
workers, to our people and to business, both in Indonesia 
abroad. Indonesia and the United States, for example, have e 
thriving trade and economic relationship. Two-way trade has been 
expanding and in 1992 was more than U.S. $B billion. It should be 
noted that the substantial increase in our production over the 
last few years could not have been achieved without the huge 
investments made by U.S. coopanies. O.S. firms have investments 
in Indonesia worth over U.S. $25 billion, incloding oil and gas. 

Indonesia is also seen by U.S. firms as a growth market of 
vital importance in sectors such es energy; iron end steel; high- 
technology goods and services; construction equipment end 
services; aerospace equipment and services; environmental 
technology; financial services; health care equipment and 
services; food products; and, architecture and engineering 
services. U.S. direct exports to Indonesia in 1992 supported more 
than 56,000 American jobs, according to U.S. Department of 
Commerce calculations. 

For our part, the Government of Indonesia welcomes the 
continued and expanded involvement of American business in these 
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highly competitiva aactora, and valcosaa aven aora A&arican 
inveataant. Furthemora, Indonesia axpaota to ia^ort tens of 
bllliona of dollars worth of goods and aarvicas in sectors of 
intaraat to the United States over the coning years. The 
Government is awexe that U.S. firms are positioning thesuielves to 
taka advantage of this projected phenomenal suirket grofwth, which 
is an encouraging development. 

We will continue to ensure that foreign investment results in 
an increase in the standard of living of our work force, as veil 
as in job creation. The Government is eoanitted to improving the 
quality of human resources and workers^ income. 

The long-standing bilateral relationship between Indonesia 
and the United States is important and growing. We face together 
significant multilateral and regional initiatives, including 
Cambodia and APEC, whose Chairmanship passed from the United 
States to Indonesia this year. The success of APEC, es well as 
other trede end investment initiatives, will contribute greatly to 
mutual oconoioic growth, employment opportunities, and global and 
regional stability. These factors in turn will create a climate 
for improving labor standards globally, regionally and in 
individual countries. 

The Government wishes to re-emphasize its commitment to 
further improve worker rights in Indonesia. We will use the good 
^^^ices of the ILO and other international organizations for 
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assistance in that endeavor and we will cooperate with the United 
Stat«e on rheea and other iaauee in an ataoephera of mutual 
understanding and good faith. 

The most recent steps we have taken, including the 
institutional arrangements established to monitor and to ensure 
ia^lexnentation of our new labor regulations, constitute 
significant progress in the field of worker rights. 

Zn light of the steps taken and the continued commitment of 
the Govemoient of Indonesia to improve worker righte end 
conditions, the Government respectfully rcgueste that the current 
worker rights review of Indonesia be terminated by February 15, 
1994, with Indonesia retaining its status as a 6SP beneficiary 
country under the U.S« GSP program. Our actions and eosooitment 
are consistent with such a decision being made. 
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ADMINISTRATION OFFERS DEFENSE OF INDONESIAN POLICY 
David E. Sanger The New York Times 

Related stories: (1) Candidates focusing on California; (2) Dole takes jabs at 
Clinton; (3) Harsher tone is last-ditch strategy 

The Clinton administration responded Wednesday to Republican 
allegations that it had manipulated its trade and human rights 
decisions in return for campaign contributions from two wealthy 
Indonesian families. 

Officials released confidential documents to support their 
argument that President Clinton has been tougher on the Indonesian 
c-vernment, especially on workers' rights, than had his Republican 
decessors. 

The documents, released hours before Wednesday night's debate 
between Clinton and Bob Dole, the Republican candidate, include an 
11-page commitment from the authoritarian government of President 
Suharto to cease using the Indonesian military to break up industrial 
disputes and to allow workers to organize into independent company 
unions . 

In return for those commitments - which have been only partly 
fulfilled, and which did not halt the imprisonment of labor leaders 
involved in demonstrations against the Suharto government this past 
summer - the administration decided to renew a special trade status 
for Indonesia in 1994. 

That decision eliminated tariffs on industrial goods - 
electronics, machinery and other parts - exported from Indonesia to 
the United States and helped ensure continued foreign capital 
investment in the booming Indonesian market. 

But if there were benefits to Clinton's Indonesian campaign 
contributors - the Riady and Wiriadinata families, both linked to the 
Lippo Group, a major Indonesian real-estate and financial-services 
r 'glomerate - any quid pro quo was indirect at best, according to 

White House. 

Copr. © West 1997 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works 


: exhibit 

I Mli-IS- 




1219 


10/17/96 LADLYNWS N24 

Until Wednesday, the White House had not directly addressed 
Republican accusations that the contributions of nearly a million 
dollars - which the Democrats say were legal - were part of an effort 
by Indonesia to win favorable treatment in Washington. 

But on Wednesday administration officials released detailed 
chronologies, offered interviews with major and minor players in the 
formation of policy toward Indonesia, and provided documents ~ which 
the officials had selected - to make the case that Clinton had 
confronted the Indonesian government on a range of issues, from human 
rights to a growing trade dispute over automobiles. 

A major player in the relationship, John Huang, a former Lippo 
Group executive and former Commerce Department official who solicited 
the donations for the Democratic National Committee, repeatedly has 
declined to talk to reporters. 

Commerce Secretary Mickey Kantor said Wednesday: "What's 
frustrating about this is that we have been very resolute, organized 
and focused in getting Indonesia to change many of its practices. 

Have we solved all the problems? Far from it. Have we backed away? 
That ' s ridiculous . " 

In fact, there is so far no evidence that the contributions from 

Lippo Group - a S5 billion conglomerate whose relations with 
Suharto have sometimes been rocky - and from a related Indonesian 
family have resulted in any policy changes. 

Kantor, who as the U.S. trade representative until earlier this 
year was the central player in the policies Indonesia cared about 
most passionately, said Wednesday that he had met the Lippo 
chairman's son, James Riady, "two or three times, always in settings 
where there were 100 people or more." 

Although Riady has known Clinton since 1977, an effort by Riady 
to set up a one-on-one meeting with Kantor at a critical moment in 
trade relations between the two countries was turned down in 1994, 
Kantor's office said Wednesday. Nor did Riady meet with Kantor’s 
deputy at the time, Charlene Barshefsky, now the trade 
representative, trade officials said. 

But Riady did meet lower-level American trade officials in 
Jakarta. One official, Joseph Damond, the director for Southeast 
Asia at the trade representative’s office, described Riady's role 
today as something of a cultural intermediary, advising the American 
officials about how to shape their demands "so that the Indonesian 
government understood we weren't trying to harm their 
r petitiveness, but we truly wanted to improve labor conditions." 
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Damond said Riady had "never advocated a particular outcome." 

^^i\ce 1994, Riady has met Clinton several times, most recently in 
what the White House has called a "social visit" in the Oval Office. 

So far, the Dole campaign has not identified specific decisions 
that benefited Indonesia or the Riady empire, which has a reputation 
in Asia as one of the more Western-savvy of the enterprises run by 
families of Chinese descent. In recent months, in fact, Indonesian 
officials have complained to American reporters about pressure from 
Washington on the Indonesian government in a variety of areas. 

Earlier this year Bacshefsky identified Indonesia as the only 
Southeast Asian nation that has failed to clamp down on the illegal 
copying of software, movies and computer programs, and she put it on 
a "priority watch" list for potential sanctions. 

The administration announced last month that it was talcing the 
Indonesian government to the new international court for trade 
complaints, the World Trade Organization, because of a series of 
policies that favor the country's national car project - run by 
Suharto's son - over imported cars and projects with foreign 
investors . 

The Riady family, however, may not have been unhappy with that 
ision. A business associate of the family noted that the family 
holds a minority interest in a competing project to build Chrysler 
Jeeps in Indonesia. American officials said Wednesday that they had 
not been lobbied in either direction on the complaint by any member 
of the family. 

"I can't see any evidence at all that our trade policy toward 
Indonesia was affected by any of this fund raising," said Clyde 
Prestowitz, a former top official in the Reagan administration's 
Commerce Department and now the president of the Economic Strategy 
Institute, a research group in Washington. 

"In fact, you could even argue it the other way. I just got 
back from Indonesia and what I was hearing from Indonesian 
businessmen was, 'Why has the United States been so hard on 
Indonesia? Why are you coming after us?' " 

But even if there were no direct financial benefits, the Riadys' 
connection to the White House may have helped make the family a bit 
more useful to Suharto, whose relationship with Washington has long 
been rocky. Some administration officials acknowledge that the Riady 
family has helped ease the way for meetings between Clinton and 
Suharto. 


Perhaps the most important of those occurred last October, when 
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arto arrived at the White House for what the administration 
oescribed as a private visit. He was escorted into the Cabinet Room, 
where he was greeted by Vice President A1 Gore; Secretary of State 
Warren Christopher; Gen. John Shalikashvili, the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; Kantor; and Ronald Brown, the commerce 
secretary who was killed in a plane crash in April - 

"No one used to treat the Indonesians like this," one senior 
official said at the time, "and it said a lot about how our 
priorities in the world have changed." 

The most important of the documents the administration released 
Wednesday was a plan, delivered to Kantor by Indonesia's ambassador 
to Washington in January 1994, specifying how worker rights in 
Indonesia would be improved. 

The most important of those changes was permission for workers 
to form company unions that could negotiate collective labor 
agreements, and a government agreement to issue regulations that 
"eliminates the role of the security authorities in cases of 
industrial dispute . " 

There are differing assessments of how well the Indonesians have 
' -nplied with those obligations. The administration notes that there 
. now more than 1,000 factory-based unions, and that they no longer 
have to funnel union dues through the government in Jakarta. 

Military intervention in labor disputes is down, though some 
activists attribute that development to intimidation of unions 
through other means - 

"The Clinton people did get agreements on paper, and that was 
important," said Sidney Jones, the executive director of Human Rights 
Wacch/Asia. "And this administration has been marginally better on 
these issues than past administrations." 
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[The deposition of John R. Phillips follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: JOHN R. PHILLIPS 

Thursday, July 31, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 10:10 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Barbara 
Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel; Bob Dold, Investigative Counsel; Matthew 
H. Joseph, Minority Coimsel; Kenneth Ballen, Minority Chief Investigative Counsel; 
and Michael J. Raphael, Minority Counsel. 

For MR. PHILUPS: 

RANDALL E. DAVIS, ESQ. 

Stuntz & Davis 

1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Suite 819 

Washington, D.C. 20044-0798 

Ms. Comstock. Good morning. We can go on the record here. 

Thank you, Mr. Phillips for coming in this morning. On behalf of the members 
of the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, I appreciate and thank you 
for appearing here today. 

This proceeding is known as a deposition. The person transcribing this proceeding 
is a House reporter and notary public. I will now request that the reporter place 
you under oath. 

THEREUPON, JOHN R. PHILLIPS, a witness, was called for examination by Coun- 
sel, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

Ms. Comstock. I would like to note for the record those who are present at the 
beginning of this deposition. My name is Barbara Comstock. I am the designated 
Majority counsel this morning for the committee. I am accompanied today by Bob 
Dold, D-O-L-D, who is also with the Mtgority staff. 

Matthew Joseph is the designated Minority counsel this morning; is that correct? 

Mr. Joseph. Yes, that’s correct. 

Ms. Comstock. And he is accompanied by Ken Ballen, Mr. Barnett and Mr. Raph- 
ael, who are also with the Minority staff. 

The deponent is here this morning with his attorney, Mr. Randy Davis. 

Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, as 
you have been placed under oath, your testimony here today has the same force and 
effect as if vou were testifying berore the committee or in a courtroom. If I ask you 
(mestions about conversations you have had in the past and you are unable to recall 
me exact words in the conversation, you may state that you are unable to recall 
those exact words and then you mav give me the gist or the substance of any such 
conversation to the best of your recollection. 

If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, please give me 
your best recollection of those events or parts of the conversations that you do recall. 

If I ask you whether you have any information upon a particular subject and you 
have overheeird other persons conversing with each other regarding it or have seen 
correspondence or documentation regarding it, please teU me that you do have such 
information and indicate the source, either a conversation or documentation or oth- 
erwise, from which you derive such knowledge. 

Before we begin &e questioning, I would like to give you some background about 
the investigation and your appearance here today. 

Pursuant to its authority under House Rules X and XI of the House of Represent- 
atives, the committee is engaged in a review of possible political fund-raising impro- 
prieties and possible violations of law and related matters within the commit^’s 
jurisdiction. Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139 summarizes the investiga- 
tion as of June 19th, 1997, and encompasses any new matters which arise directly 
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or indirectly in the course of the investiiiation. Also, pages 4 through 11 of the re- 
port explain the background of the investigation. 

All questions related either directly or indirectly to those issues, questions which 
may have the tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less 
probable than it would be without the evidence, are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167, wnich passed the fiill House on June 20tn, 1997. 

Committee Rule 20, of which you received a copy, outlines the ground rules for 
the deposition. Majority and Minority counsels will ask you questions regarding the 
subject matter of the investigation. Minority counsel will ask questions after Major- 
ity counsel has completed its initial round of questioning. After the Minority counsel 
has completed ^estioning, a new round of questioning may begn. 

Members of Congress who wish to ask questions will be afforded an immediate 
opportunity to ask their questions at any time when they may be present. When 
they are finished, committee counsel wiU tiien resume questioning. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of your rights. Any objection raised during the course of the deposition 
shall be stated for the record. 

If the witness is instructed not to answer a question by his attorney or otherwise 
refuses to answer a question. Majority and Minority counsel will confer to determine 
whether the objection is proper. If Majority and Minority counsel agree that a ques- 
tion is proper, the witness will be asked to answer the question. If an objection by 
the witness’ attorney is not withdrawn, the Chairman or a member designated by 
the Chairman may decide whether the objection is proper. 

This deposition is considered as taken in Executive Session of the committee, 
which means it may not be made public without the consent of the committee pur- 
suant to clause 2(kX7) of House Rule XI. You are asked to abide by the Rules of 
the House and not discuss with anyone other than your attorney this deposition and 
the issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit suggested changes 
to the Chairman. 'The transcript will be made available for your review at the com- 
mittee office. Committee staff may make any typographical and technical changes 
requested by you. 

Substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments to the deposition 
transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting the changes 
and a statement of your reasons for each proposed change. A letter requesting any 
substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments must be signed by 
you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments shall be 
included as an appendix to the transcript conditioned upon your signing of the tran- 
script. 

We can make arrangements to go beyond that 5-day period if your schedule — ^you 
need additional time. The Minority has consented in doing that when the witness 
asks us for additioned time; or if you need to have the deposition mailed to you, we 
can mail it, but we need to have it signed and agreement that it will not be copied 
or disclosed to anyone, because this is Executive Session material. But by agreement 
with the Minority counsel, they have agreed that with a signed agreement, we can 
do it in that manner if the witness needs. 

Do you understand everything we have gone over so far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock. Do you have any questions about anything we have gone over so 
far? 

The Witness. No. 

Ms. Comstock. I just wanted to go through a few ground rules before we begin. 

If you don’t understand a question that I ask, I would ask that you please let me 
know and I will repeat it or rephrase it so that you do understand the question. 
The reporter will be taking down everything we say and will make a written record 
of a deposition. You must give verbal, audible answers because the reporter cannot 
record what a nod of the head or other gesture means. 

Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock. If you can’t hear me, please say so and I wiU repeat the question 
or have the reporter read the question to you. 

If you don’t know the answer to a question, simply say that you do not know. We 
are not asking for mere speculation or guess. We are asking for your best recoUec- 
tion of the events. 

Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 
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Ms. Comstock. Okay. Please wait until I finish each question before answering, 
and I will wait until you finish your answer before I ask the next question. 

Your testimony is being taken under oath as if we were in court, and do you un- 
derstand that if you answer a question, it will be assiuned that you understood the 
question and the answer was intended to be responsive to it? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock. Are you here voluntarily today or as a result of a subpoena? 

The Witness. Voluntarily. 

Ms. Comstock. Do you have any questions before the deposition begins? 

The Witness. I do not 


examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Could you please state your name for the record and your current ad- 
dress? 

Answer. John R. Phillips, [redacted]. 

Question. Thank you. 

Can you give your work history from college forward? 

Answer. Well, I went to law school at — graduated in 1969, University of California 
at Berkeley. My first employer was the law firm of O’Melveny & Myers in Los Ange- 
les finm 1969 to 1971. 

1971 to 1988, I worked for — I was the director of— co-director of the Center for 
Law in the Public Interest in Los Angeles. 

In 1988, 1 formed a private law firm named Hall & Phillips. Until 1993, the name 
of that firm — or we dissolved that firm and began a new firm, named Phillips, 
Cohen & Goldstein, in Washin^n, D.C. The name of that firm changed in June, 
1994, 1 believe, to Phillips & Cohen in Washington, D.C., which is where I currently 
operate out of 

Question. How long have you been in Washington, D.C.? 

Answer. Since January 1, 1993. 

Question. Have you spoken with anyone, other than your counsel, about this depo- 
sition today? 

Answer. Well, yes. I mean, the fact that my deposition was being taken, I prob- 
ably mentioned it to a number of people. 

Question. Okay. And with whom have you spoken? 

Answer. Just the fact that my deposition was being taken? Just the fact that my 
deposition is being taken? 

Question. Well, anything about the substance of the deposition, actually; contact 
about any of the testimony that you may be giving. 

Answer. I spoke briefly with Michael Cardozo. 

Question. What did you speak with him about? 

Answer. Not about the substance of the deposition, but just the conclusion of his 
deposition, we had a discussion; and I think he suggested that if I wanted to have 
my attorney call his attorney that that would be okay. 

Question. Is this in regards to Mr. Cardoso’s deposition before this committee? 

Answer. No. It was just the fact that he had his deposition — after has deposition 
was concluded. 

Question. And he indicated to you that your attorney could call his attorney? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. About his deposition before this committee? 

Answer. No, just about any information that might be usefiil to him. 

Question. All right. Did he discuss with you any of the subject matters that came 
up in the deposition? 

Answer. Not really, no. 

Question. When you say “not really,” I mean 

Answer. We didn’t discuss — I don’t recall questions asked of him. 

Question. Did you discuss with him any of the events that you may have mutual 
knowledge about? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you discuss any of the general topics about some of the investiga- 
tion matters that are being looked into? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection, we didn’t discuss anything of substance, 
just that if my attorney wished to call his attorney, he would be wming to talk to 

Question. And when did this conversation occur? 

Answer. Oh, within the last 10 days or 2 weeks. 
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Question. Is there anybody else that you have discussed this with? 

Answer. The substance of the deposition, of what I would be saying? 

Question. Or just generally. 

Answer. Well, I probably mentioned to many people that I was going to be de- 
posed by this committee, when the subject might have come up. It will take me 
some time to go through all the names of conversations that I might have had with 
people. 

Question. Have you discussed it with anybody at the White House, who is cm-- 
rently employed at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you discussed it with any former employees at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Other than Mr. Cardozo, do you know any other people that you may 
have generally discussed some of the matters with 

Mr. Joseph. What time frame are you talking about? 

Ms. Comstock. — about this deposition? 

Mr. Davis. Could we identify these people? 

Ms. Comstock We have two Majority staff members who are also present here. 

The Witness. If yoiu- question is, did I have discussions with anybody about ques- 
tions that are likely to come up about the substance of the deposition, other than 
my counsel, I don’t think I had such discussions. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Have you reviewed any documents in preparation for this deposition? 

Answer. I have been over the documents that were turned over to the committee 
this morning. 

Question. Okay. I wanted to ask you about a number of people at the White 
House, starting with the President and the First Lady; and if you have knowledge 
of them, just tell me what your relationship with them is. 

Do you know the President? Have you met him? 

Answer. I don’t think he would recognize me or know who I was. I have met him 
over the years several times, but I have never engaged him in any conversation ex- 
cept for a few sentences or to be in a receiving line. 

Question. Mrs. Clinton? 

Answer. The same. 

Question. And Webster Hubbell? 

Answer. I know Webster Hubbell. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I got to know Mr. Hubbell when he — when we moved here to Washing- 
ton, and he came shortly after or about the same time. That would be around Janu- 
ary, 1993. 

Question. And how did you meet him? 

Answer. I don’t remember the exact occasion that I met him in Washington, but 
it was probably through Mickey Kantor, who was a close and old fnend of mine. 
He and Mr. Hubbell had known each other for many yeeu-s. 

Question. Did you meet him at Mr. Kantor’s house or a social engagement? 

Answer. A social engagement, right. 

Question. Is your wife also fiiends with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And your wife is — could we have her name for the record? 

Answer. Linda Douglas. 

Question. Are you both also friends of Mrs. Hubbell? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How long have you known Mrs. Hubbell? 

Answer. Since — she arrived in Washington with her family, I recall, somewhere 
around March or April, 1993. 

Question. Did either you or your wife know Mr, or Mrs. Hubbell before January 
of 1993? 

Answer. I may have met him, but I never really talked to him, briefly in Little 
Rock. My daughter was visiting the Kantors — their daughter and our daughter are 
good friends. I stopped in to pick her up somewhere aroimd August of 1992, and — 
I think there was a party, I was staying at the Kantors’ home, and think Mr. and 
Mrs. Hubbell were among the various people that stopped by that evening. 

Question. How long have you known Mr. Kantor? 

Answer. Oh, about 25 years. 

Question. And how did you first come to know him? 
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Answer. I first mt to know him when I called him back in Washington when he 
was working for uie Office of Leg^ Services. I was trying to arra^e funding for 
a new organization that I was setting up, the Center for Law in the ^blic Interest. 

I later met him face-to-face when ne moved to California, I believe around 1973 
or 74. And thereafter, we were pretty good — ^we became social fi-iends and have 
been firiends throughout the years. 

Question. Have you had any business relationship with Mr. Kantor? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How long have you known — or do you know Mack McLarty? 

Answer. I have met him a few times. I don’t know him. I don’t tiiink he would 
recognize me or know who I was. 

Question. Erskine Bowles? 

Answer. I think I have met him once or twice, but I don’t think I have ever talked 
to him. Nor do I think he would recognize me or know who 1 was. 

Question. John Emerson? 

Answer. I know John Emerson very well. I have known him for probably 15 years 
from California. 

Question. And how do you know Mr. Emerson? 

Answer. Well, I knew him more socially. He was a young attorney in California 
working at the Manatt Phelps firm. I don’t recall exaimy where, the occasion that 
I met him, but I would see him from time to time, get together occasionally, socially, 
in California. 

And when he came here, being one of the few Californians who came here, I saw 
him much more. 

Question. Did you know Mr. Emerson fi^m the campaign in 1992 or from any 
work done on the 1992 campaign? 

Answer. I knew he worked on the campaign, but I knew him long before that. 

Question. Did you work or assist in the 1992 campaign in any way? 

Answer. I did not. 

Question. Do you know Maggie Williams? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Do you know Bruce Linds^? 

Answer. I have met Bruce Lindsey. I don’t know him well. I have met him on sev- 
eral occasions, maybe three or four times. 

Question. All ri^t. Do you know Marsha Scott? 

Answer. I know Marsha Scott. 

Question. How long have you known her for? 

Answer. I met her here, when she came here, socially, maybe met her — ^talked to 
her 5 or 6 times over the — ^maybe more than that, 5 or 10 times over the course 
of the last 4 years. 

Question. Do you know Mary Leslie? 

Answer. I have met Mary Leslie several times. I don’t know her well. 

Question. Or Kim Wardlaw? 

Answer. I have met Kim Wardlaw. I knew her husband slightly in Los Angeles. 
I have met Kim Wardlaw a couple of times over the years. 

Question. Do you know Mark Middleton? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or William Kennedy? 

Answer. I have met, several times. Bill Kennedy when he was here in Washing- 
ton, but don’t know him well. 

Question. Harold Ickes? 

Answer. I have met Harold Ickes several times, as well, but don’t know him well 
at all. 

Question. And Frank Hunger? 

Answer. Yes, I met Frank Hunger — I have talked to him on several occasions. 

Question. Nancy McFadden? 

Answer. Yes, I have met Nancy McFadden. 

Question. How do you know her? 

Answer. I met her — think I met Nancy — I am not sure — ^when I went to Little 
Rock. She was working on the campaign when I was sta 3 ring at the Kantors, and 
I saw her several times when she was here in Washington. 

Question. Did you meet her when she was working for Mr. Hubbell at the Justice 
Department also? 

Answer. No, I met her before that. 

Question. Did you interact witii her at all when he was at the Justice Depart- 
ment? 

Answer. I may have occasionally had some discussions with her in the Justice De- 
partment — ^Frank Hunger, as well. I mean, he was the head of the Civil Division. 
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I have seen him a couple of times socially, but I have s^n him also in his capacity 
as head of the Civil Division. 

Question. You mean in the course of your work? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You would run into both of them? 

Answer. Yes. Mr. Himger more, since he is directly in the Civil Division. 

Question. Okay. Do you know Truman Arnold? 

Answer. 1 do not. 

Question. Or Vernon Jordan? 

Answer. 1 have met him a few times, but never really had any conversations with 
him. I don’t think he would recognize me. 

Question. Okay. Is it— I guess you are friends with Mr. Cardozo? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When did you first meet Mr. Cardozo? 

Answer. Sometime over the last 4 years. We have gotten together socially 3 or 
4 times. 

Question. Okay. And how did you meet him through Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I think I may have, yes. 

Question. Were you 

Answer. I may have met him at Mr. HubbeU’s house. I can’t recall the exact cir- 
cumstance. He was a friend of Webb’s. 

Question. Do you know Michael Berman? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How did you meet him? 

Answer. A lot of mutual friends here in town. I think I met him first in Little 
Rock the weekend I was there, when he was working on the campaign, and I would 
see him socially here occasionally, he and his wife. 

Question. Okay. Going back to in 1993, how often did you see or speak with Mr. 
HvibbeU? 

Answer. When he first arrived here sometime in January, he was here alone with- 
out his family. Mickey Kantor was here also; his family came later to Washington. 
So occasionally, every couple of weeks or so, Mickey and Webb would come by for 
dinner together; we used to have a dinner for friends who were here without their 
spouses. 'That was through January-February. 

And when Webb’s family arrived, I think in March or April — ^it could have been 
later — his wife Suzy and his children, we met them ve^ early on when they came. 
We became pretty good friends during their stay here in Washington. Our families 
were quite good niends, and over the years, 1 would say we spent a lot of time to- 
gether. 

Question. Okay. Would you see each other once a week? 

Answer. What time frame are you talking about? 

Question. After the families arrived, say in March of 1993, throughout 1993-1994? 

Answer. I would say, the beginning of summer we would see them probably every 
couple of weeks. 

Mr. Joseph. That’s summer of 1994? 

The Witness. 1993. 

Mr. Joseph. 1993? 

The Witness. 1993. And I am sure they considered us among their closer fiiends 
here in Washington. We would see them pretty regularly. Oim children are fiiends, 
too. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. In 1993 — ^your wife is a reporter; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And in 1993, was she covering the Justice Department? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Davis. Can I lodge an objection here on pertinency grounds. Can you give me 
some idea of where you are heading? I mean, John is the one that is being deposed. 
What relevance does his wife’s occupation have with the investigation? 

Ms. Comstock. We had a number of phone messages from Mrs. — ^fiom Linda 
Douglas to Webster Hubbell in the 1993-1994 time period. I was trying to determine 
if she was interacting with him socially or professionally, if she covered the Justice 
Department, and any knowledge you may have about what that involved, her work 
or personal matters. 

'The Witness. Well, she covered 

Mr. Davis. Well, I think I am going to have to insist on the objection on 
pertinency grounds. 
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Ms. Comstock. Well, we are looking into matters relating to Mr. Hubbell, and 
we have records indicating -that your wife had a lot of contact with Mr. HubheU, 
as well. 

Talking with you today, to the extent that it is possible to determine your knowl- 
edge of your wife’s interaction with him, we may or may not need to talk with her 
about her knowledge. So I am just tr 3 dng to establish here what the nature of that 
relationship was, to determine her knowl^ge about these activities that we are dis- 
cussing. 

Mr. Joseph. Let me just jump in here for the Minority. Again, I mean, you 
haven’t really justified the pertinency of questions relating to her profession and 
what she was doing professionally. 

You know, you nave already asked about the contact of Mr. Phillips’ wife with 
Mr. HubbeU, and anything about her professional relationship, you just haven’t jus- 
tified yet. So we also want to object on the grounds of pertinency and relevancy. 

Ms. Comstock. Well, the question stUl stands. 

Mr. Davis. Can I confer? 

Ms. Comstock. Sure. 

[Counsel confers with client.] 

Mr. Joseph. Can I just say one other thing before Mr. Davis speaks. I just want 
to make sure that you have consulted also with regard to the issue of privilege in 
terms of any information that he would get through nis wife. 

Mr. Davis. Spousal privilege, sure. 

Can I ask a clarification of where you intend to go with the questions? I mean, 
I guess I am prepared to withdraw the objection at this point but not if it is going 
to lead us into waiving whatever spousal privileges we have and any other privi- 
leges I might have later to object to something that’s — that’s on pertinency grounds. 
So I guess I would like to have some idea of how much further down the road we 
are going to get in terms of questions regarding Linda Douglas. 

Ms. Comstock. I am asking the witness about his knowledge of Mr. Huhbell and 
Mr. HubbeU’s activities fi-om any source from which he has that knowledge. That 
would include individuals such as Mickey Kantor, Mr. Cardozo, his wife or others. 
I mean, if there is an objection, obviously you all can decide that, but I am asking 
for his knowledge from aU sources about Mr. Hubbell’s activities. 

Mr. Joseph. That’s not the pending question. The pending question relates to 
what she was doing professionally. It has already been established that they were 
social fnends. You are asking questions that are not along the lines that you just 
indicated. 

Ms. Comstock. I think the — ^you have withdrawn the objection; is that right? 

Mr. Davis. As I said, I am prepared to withdraw the objection if I have some sort 
of idea how many more questions we eire going to have relating to Linda Douglas. 

Ms. Comstock. I guess it is going to depend on your knowlrage of Mr. Hubbell 
from your wife as opposed to your own personal knowledge. 

Mr. Davis. I will withdraw the objection, but clearly we are uncomfortable in this 
area of— -that involves spousal privilege and the question of pertinency. But I with- 
draw my objection. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. I believe the pending question was, your knowledge of Linda Douglas’ 
interaction with Mr. Hubbell during the 1993-1994 time period. 

Answer. I have testified previously our families were fnends. 

Question. And do you have any knowledge as to whether she was also contacting 
him professionally in her capacity as a reporter? 

Answer. I really couldn’t address that. I don’t know what the substance of those 
conversations were. 

Question. All right. Did there come a time when you learned that Mr. HubheU had 
problems with his law firm about his billings? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And do you recaU generaUy when that was? 

Answer. WeU, it was some tune ago. Having passed 50, my memory isn’t as good 
as it used to be, so I wiU try to remember the time frame. I ^nk it was somewhere 
around the time that — close to the time that Webb resigned from the Department 
of Justice. 

I was shocked by his resimation, and I had conversations with him about that 
resignation; and he ei^lained to me, as I think he explained to others, that he reaUy 
had a dispute with his former law firm related to expenses on a case that he had 
representing his father-in-law and that he decided to — ^he decided to resign to go 
back and get this clarified; and he wasn’t going to be — ^aUow himself to become a 
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lightning rod for criticism or distraction for the President or the Department of Jus- 
tice and that he was going to take care of this now and go back to take care of what- 
ever problems there were. 

Question. Do you recall if you had that conversation before or after he resigned? 

Answer. Well, I didn’t recall precisely. It might have been right around there. If 
I had a discussion with him before about problems he may have had with his firm, 
it was nothing that registered to the point where I would have ever expected him 
to resign, because I was truly surprised when I learned of his resignation. 

Question. And how did you learn of his resignation? 

Answer. I think it was — ^I think it was ei&er announced or I may have learned 
the — just very shortly before or when he announced — I can’t remember exactly. I 
didn’t talk to Webb directly until, I think, after he resigned. 

Question. Okay. In this conversation that you have just described, you don’t recall 
if that was before or after, but can you place it in time somewhere? 

Answer. It was right close to when he resigned. As I say, I was shocked when 
I found out about the fact of his resimation, based on all that I knew. 

Question. Had you read any of uie newspaper accounts of what claims his law 
firm had made about him? 

Answer. You know, I must have read those at the time, because I would have 
been interested and I had, I am sure, some conversations with Webb about them. 
But he tended to dismiss them as just problems that developed among partners in 
a law firm, which I am familiar with as with any other law firms with a dispute 
of a contingency case that has been successful and you look around to see who is 
going to pay the expenses and costs, and recollections are different as to who had 
what obligations. That’s how he described it to me. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with Mr. Kantor about Mr. Hubbell’s res- 
ignation? 

Mr. Joseph. What time frame are we talking about? 

Ms. Comstock. I am talking about when he resigned. 

The Witness. I am sure I did. I don’t recall what they were, other than I can’t 
believe Webb resigned or something like that. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Did Mr. Kantor tell you about any conversations he had with Mr. Hub- 
bell? 

Answer. No. I don’t recall him giving me any, you know, more information about 
the substance and circumstances surroimding the resignation. 

Question. Did Mr. Kantor ever tell you about any conversations that he had with 
the President about W. Hubbell? 

Answer. Well, around that time frame, no, I don’t recall any such conversations. 

Question. Or at any time? 

Answer. He may have later said that he talked to him — ^it must have been some- 
time later — to the President to say that Webb — something to the effect that Webb 
had assured him that there really isn’t any problem, that he will be able to take 
care of whatever problems there were and that it wasn’t anything to worry about 

Question. That Mr. Hubbell had indicated to the President that there were no 
problems, that he was going to be able to work them out, that was the gist of the 
conversation? 

Answer. Yes, or that Mickey had talked to the President, something to that effect. 
That would have been sometime afterwards that I think I learned of that conversa- 
tion, and I can’t remember exactly how it came up, if Mickey mentioned it to me. 
But I understood there was such a conversation. 

Question. Did Mr. Kantor indicate to you whether he had talked to the First Lady 
about Mr. Hubbell’s legal situation? 

Answer. What time frame? 

Question. At any time. 

Answer. You know, he may have. I can’t recall. I don’t think he would share — 
Mickey would share with me conversations that he would have with the President 
and the First Lady. That’s not how he operates. 

Question. Did Mr. Hubbell ever teU you anytlung about any particular partners 
at the Rose Firm, or any problems he was having tr 3 dng to resolve matters with 
the Rose Law Firm in the 1994 time frame? 

Answer. I recall, after his resigning, trying to work out whatever disputes there 
were with his partners. And at some point, he told me he was proposing an arbitra- 
tion, binding arbitration, where they would have all the facts presented to an aAi- 
trator and mey would — the arbitrator would determine what he owed, if anything, 
to the firm; and that the firm refused such request. 
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Question. Were vou aware of him making settlement offers in the months after 
he resigned from the Justice Department, making settlement offers to the Rose Law 
Firm? 

Answer. I know he was in discussions with them about trying to resolve this, and 
I recall the arbitration proposal specifically. As to whether mere were specific ofiers 
of dollar amounts at the time, I am not aware that he would have told me ftiose. 
I only had a general sense, as I described, of what his problems were. 

Question. Did you ever discuss — aside from discussions with Mr. Kantor, was 
there anyone else you ever discussed Mr. Hubbell’s legal situation with, or the mat- 
ters related to his resimation? 

Answer. Well, I don’t — Webb was a good fnend and we had lots of friends in com- 
mon. I doubtless had many conversations witii people about the difficulties that 
Webb was having. 

Question. Did vou have any conversations with Mr. Cardozo? 

Answer. Not that I can recall, no. I may have, but I can’t recall any conversations 
at the time. 

Question. Were you aware, after Mr. Hubbell left the Justice Department, of him 
setting up offices in Mr. Cardozo’s shop? 

Answer. Yes, I was, yes. 

Question. And how md you know that? 

Answer. Well, I knew where Webb was when he left, and he was looking for an 
office space that was right down the street from where I was. I stopped by there 
once or twice to see Webb when he was there. 

Question. And what was your understanding of what he was doing there? 

Answer. Oh, I think Michael Cardozo just basically gave him an office to operate 
out of I saw him answering the phone. And Webb was trying to figmie out what 
he was going to do with his professional life. 

Question. Were you aware of any discussions about helping to find Mr. Hubbell 
some work or consulting arrangements in the months after he resigned from the 
Justice Department? 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, no, I wasn’t involved with any. 

Question. Did Mr. Kantor ever talk to you about Mr. Hubbell needing work or how 
he would get work? 

Answer. Not in any specific way. I think we probably had discussions, since we 
were friends, about what Webb is going to do from this point forward. I don’t recall 
specific conversations of tiying to find work for Webb. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Kantor ever approaching his law firm about hir- 
ing Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Kantor approaching any law firms about hiring 
Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. Did Mr. Hubbell ever speak with you about working at your 
firm, with your finn? 

Answer. No, no. I mean, it was a very small firm. It’s not the kind of— -it is a very 
specialized kind of practice. I never considered Mr. Hubbell as working with my 
firm. 

Question. Or did Mr. Kantor ever ask you about, if you had any work for Mr. Hub- 
beU? 

Answer. No. 

Let me correct that. I considered, but decided there wasn’t, in my firm. 

Question. Your firm? 

Answer. I considered, but I decided that there really wasn’t any work. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions witii Mr. Hubbell about that? 

Answer. He never asked me about it, and I — ^you know, it was never discussed 
as a serious possibility. 

Question. Were you aware of anybody ever indicating that law firms were reluc- 
tant to hire Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. 1 know that — 1 know Webb was interviewing to join some law firms 

Question. Do you know what firms? 

Answer. At the time. And I know that he talked to Latham & Watkins about join- 
ing their firm. 

Question. And how did you learn of that? 

Answer. I think he must have probably told me. And I know some — ^you know, 
that’s a firm I deal with. In fact, I recall — it was to join the firm. It wasn’t to get 
work with the firm. I recall talking to a partner there about, you know, Webb, close 
around that time, that Webb was a capable guy. 

Question. And did this partner call you or did you call the partner? 
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Answer. It was a guy I have been dealing with in some litigation, so I think I — 
I am sure I called him about Webb. 

Question. And who was that? 

Answer. His name is Tom Patton. 

Question. And what did you discuss with Mr. Patton? 

Answer. All I said was, I knew that Webb had talked with them about employ- 
ment possibilities in the Washin^n of&ce and that I knew Webb, that I had 
worked with Tom; and I, at that time, thought Webb was a very intelligent person 
with good judgment and that he might be a good — I mean, if they are considering 
him, I thought that he was a pretty capable guy. 

Question. Did Mr. Patton indicate whether there was any reluctance, given the 
reports about Mr. Hubbell’s legal problems, to hire him? 

Answer. I don’t think he said — ^no, I don’t think he said to me anything like that, 
no. 

Question. Did you ever hear anything like that about Lathaun & Watkins or any 
other firm? 

Answer. This — I am not sure exactly what the time frame was, but probably sev- 
eral months after he resigned, I — as the clouds started gathering over Webb’s — 
Webb, I am sure that law firms would have reservations. 

Mr. Joseph. Are you speaking from your personal knowledge or are you just spec- 
ulating on that? 

The Witness. I am speculating. I am speculating. 

Mr. Joseph. Because I don’t think any of us here want you to speculate on ques- 
tions. 

The Witness. Right. I am speculating. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Do you recall any conversations that you had with people about recall- 
ing that firms were reluctant to hire Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. It was probably just me speculating that Webb’s possibilities of get- 
ting hired by — or getting hired by a law firm were not very good in light of the imfa- 
vorable developments. 

Question. Okay. Did there come a time when — well, let me back up first. You are 
affiliated with a group called the Consumer Support and Education Fund; is that 
correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Could you tell us what that is? 

Answer. Oh, it’s a small 501(cX4) fund that was set up in California as a result 
of settlement of a case that I handled. At the end of the case — it was a consumer 
case against Toyota Motors, I believe, in which we were able to get relief for many — 
everybody who owned a certain style of Toyota automobile that needed some repair 
work of a substantial nature. And as part of the settlement, instead of paying us 
more in attorneys’ fees, they just paid our statutopr attorneys’ fees, and I proposed 
as part of the settlement that they put some monies available into a foundation to 
do good — to do good work to educate the public on various issues, consumer issues, 
and they agreed to that; and that led to the formation of this Consumer Support 
and Education Fund. 

Question. And when was that established? 

Answer. I believe it was 1988-89, that time frame. 

Question. Okay. How much money was placed in the fund at that time? 

Answer. I believe it was about $750,000 or $800,000. 

Question. And the purpose of the foundation was to educate on consumer issues; 
is that right? 

Answer. It was pretty general. It had a very general clause in it that gave broad 
latitude to the board, but its principal focus was consumer issues. 

But it really wasn’t limited to that. It had fellowships; it could work for education 
programs of various sorts. 

Question. Okay. From its inception in 1988 to 1989, how many fellowships were 
involved in that, if you know? 

Mr. Joseph, l^at you are asking for is over a certain period of time? 

Ms. Comstock. From 1988 to the present. 

The Witness. Well, this was the first one — the discussions might be the beginning 
of an annual grant or something like this, but given the disastrous first grant to 
Mr. Hubbell, the fund has not renewed that type of grant. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. So there have been no fellowships aside from Mr. Hubbell’s? 
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Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Okay. From 1988, then, to 1994, what type of disbursements of hinds — 
generally what was the hmd doing? 

Answer. I would have to— I really don’t know the details. My best recollection is 
it was to support litigation that had consumer connections. 

It did a lot of work for the implementation of the insurance reform measure that 
was adopted in California, supporting consumers appearing before the Insurance 
Commissioner. It supported some, I think, political activities: a campaign finance re- 
form initiative on the California ballot, it made a small grant to, if I recall. More 
recently, it supported legal services groups to help educate people about constuner 
issues and other issues. 

Question. Generally, were you disbursing funds, then, to groups? 

Answer. Groups. 

Question. Organizations? 

Answer. Individuals. There was one — ^I mean, on Proposition 103, intervenor fund- 
ing, the insiu^nce initiative, there was a grant, I believe, also to an individual. 

Mr. Joseph. Mr. Phillips, we have to have the ability to object to certain ques- 
tions, and I am afraid that you are not being responsive enough to the questions. 

Ms. Comstock. Mr. Phillips has an attorney present here to object to any ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Joseph. We have a right to object also, and 1 can’t object if the answers are 
not going to be responsive to the questions. 

The Witness. What was the question again? I will try to keep my answer 

Ms. Comstock. Covdd we read back the question? 1 think the answer was respon- 
sive, and the client is represented here by counsel, who is certainly fully capable 
of objecting. 

Mr. Davis. Could we have the question read back? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. If we could go back to the question. 

[The reporter read back as requested.] 

The Witness. Generally, yes. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. We were discussing the way the funds were disbursed. 

Answer. I did think I said in the last answer, I think there was one grant to an 
individual who was a head of the group enforcing the insurance initiative measure, 
to support his efforts. 

Question. Was there a board for this education fund? 

Answer. Yes, there was a board. 

Question. All right. How many people were on that board? 

Answer. Were on it, or are on it, at the time? 

Question. Why don’t we pick up when it started and then move to 1994. 

Answer. I believe there were five members initially on the board. I really can’t 
trace the history through. I was not on the board. 1 was more of an informal advisor 
and informal counsel to the board, unpaid. I think there was five initially. 

Question. Okay. What was the process by which grants would be made to organi- 
zations or groups? 

Answer. Well, based on the collective knowledge of the board, they would, given 
the smallness of the fund, try to target their grants to those issues that they 
thought were worthy of support. 

Question. Okay. And do you know how the board would leaim of these organiza- 
tions or groups? 

Answer. I think they knew of the groups since they were people in the community, 
in the area, in Los Angeles, California. 

Question. Was there a form or an application that one needed to make if they 
were to get a grant from the fund? 

Answer. Yes. 1 think usually there was a — maybe a request from the fund, typi- 
cally, that would be interested in supporting some activity, and there would be some 
proposal and a budget of some sort prepar^ and reviewed. The fund did not really 
warit unsolicit^ proposals, it being small, and it didn’t have a staff, and it would 
decide among its boarf members as to who they thought was woi^y to give grants 
to. 

Question. Did you usually get written proposals or requests? 

Answer. There was always something in writing that would support what the 
grant was for. 

Mr. Joseph. I am going to have to object to these questions, because Ms. Com- 
stock hasn’t established Mr. Phillips’ formdation for knowing this information. I am 
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unable to tell whether he is speculating or operating based on personal knowledge 
through his relationship with this organization. 

It would be helpful, when you ask nim the questions, to ask him to clarify wheth- 
er he is, in fact, knowledgeable enough to answer the questions that are being asked 
ofhim. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. Mr. Joseph, you will have an opportunity to clarify the 
matters that you are not knowledgeable on at that time. Agam, the witness is trying 
to answer the questions. I don’t think we need to lengthen this deposition unneces- 
sarily on the matters that you do not have knowledge on. 

Mr. Joseph. I think it is — ^it is going to unnecessarily lengthen this deposition to 
ask him questions for which you haven’t established a foundation of his knowledge. 

Ms. Comstock I believe we discussed that Mr. Phillips established the founda- 
tion at the beginning. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 
Question. Is that correct, Mr. Phillips? 

Answer. Yes. I played a mtgor — I played an important role in setting it up, yes. 

g uestion. Okay. I believe that answers the question. 

o you know approximately how many grants per year the foundation would give? 
Answer. I would be speculating. Not-- — 

Mr. Davis. Don’t speculate. 

The Witness. Not many. It would — I have identified a few that it gave sizable 
grants to, the implementation of which I know about. 

Mr. Joseph. I have to continue to object if you are not responsive to the question. 
Ms. Comstock If we could go off the record for a minute. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. To your knowledge, how many g-ants were provided per year? 

Answer. Well, I would be speculating. I would be guessing as to how many. I 
mean, not many. 

Let me explain. I wUl be as helpful as I can to the committee to explain this fund 
and how it was operated. 

It was a small fund. I set it up, as I explained, as a result of a settlement of this 
case. I really considered it more attorneys’ fees that we could have kept personally 
that I essentially gave up to set up a fund to do good works. 

I selected initimly, as you have to to set up a nonprofit organization, initial board 
members. I asked people to serve on the boeud. It would take a fairly limited 
amount of effort. These were people who were prominent in their fields. They would 
consider vsuious proposals. 

I would recommend to them from time to time projects I thought were worthy un- 
dertakings for the fund. I think they would listen to me carefully, give me consider- 
able deference in the proposals that I would make, but ultimately they would review 
an application submitted and decide whether to support the grant or not, because 
it is not a large fund; there aren’t many grants. 

They tried, when they could, to support activities that had a chance of being self- 
sustaining, where they would both do good work, acconmlish the objective and have 
a potential of returning some of the funds back to the Consiuner Support and Edu- 
cation Fund. They were able to do that on support of some litigation, some interve- 
ner funding, where they were successful in getting a favorable result, and then 
funds would be repaid. 

But there were maybe — ^up until this time, maybe a total of 10 different grants 
or so that they may — I am guessing about that many. That’s how it operated. 
Question. Okay. Are there any kinds of public filings regarding this fund? 

Answer. Oh, yes, there are public filings that are required of the State of Califor- 
nia with the Attorney Generars office, the IRS. They are publicly available. 

Question. Would those reports indicate all of the grants that were made and how 
much monw was given to each ^ant? 

Answer. I believe they would. The accoimtants would do that. 

Question. To your knowledge? 

Answer. They would do that. I wouldn’t do that. I know they complied with all 
the filing requirements, and they are publicly available. 

Question. Okay. Did there come a time where you recommended a fellowship for 
Mr. HubbeU in connection with the Consumer Support and Education Fund? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And could you tell us when that was? 

Answer. Oh, I think it was in the April-May 1994 time period. 
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Question. And how did that come about? 

Answer. Well, I am not sure when, but I had previous discussions with the chair- 
man, the then-chairman of the boatd, Robert Wolfe, about a topic that interested 
me, and I think interested him as well; and that’s problems with public service 
today, the difficulty of getting good people to come to Washington for government, 
generally because of the intense scrutiny they face through the public media, 
through the hearing process, the predatory press that can look for evety angle of 
a person’s life and past life. And it deters so many good people from coming, and 
it IS a veiy unfortunate outcome; and as a consequence, it deters a lot of good people 
from coming to Washington. 

We had those sort of general discussions. 

Question. With Mr. Wolfe? 

Answer. Mr. Wolfe. 

Question. Do you recall generallv when those discussions were? 

Answer. Oh, it would be probably in the preceding year, some period of time. 

So when Webb resigned, at the time I was shocked about the fact of his resigna- 
tion, it struck me that it was yet the latest example of someone who had served 
their country well, who had come to Washington wiQi strong credentials— Chief Jus- 
tice of the ^kansas Supreme Court, Mayor of Little Rock. 

He had, to my knowledge, received excellent reviews on his performance at the 
Department of Justice. He was well liked by the career people. There were articles 
in the Washington Post about how upset people were in the Department of Justice, 
with Webb feeling somehow he had to resign because of the swirl of controversy that 
had been raised about his former law firm. 

It seemed to me, knowing Webb and at that time not being aware of the very seri- 
ous problems that he had, that he didn’t tell me about, that Webb would be a good 
person, a good candidate to receive the first fellowship like this. 

So I brought it up with Webb. Afterwards I said, is this something that you think 
that you would — ^you could contribute to and take a substantial period of time and 
reflect on this experience that you have gone through and talk about the perils of 
public service? It would give you a time to sort of step back firom it all, write some- 
thing that could even be a book. I think it would be something of great interest. 
I think it would have potentially tremendous educational value for people to read 
and for the press and everybody else, part of this Washington scene, to understand 
how they — they may be discouraging good people from coming to public service. 

Webb was enthusiastic about the suggestion. He saud he thought he could do that 
and do it well, he would like to do it. And I said I would recommend that he be 
considered, to the board, because I — ^this is something that I had been thinking of, 
that I and the chairman had; and I had discussions with Bob Wolfe about this idea 
of creating a Distinguished Public Servant Fellowship, and that I thought Webb 
would be a good candidate because of his own experience and who he was and what 
he could write about. And also Webb is a good wnter. 

He was interested in doing it. He subsequenliy met with — personally came to 
Washington, had conversations with him about the project and writing it, and then 
requested that Webb write — ^write a letter requesting an application for the struc- 
ture of the program, which followed; and then the board considered that application 
and reviewed it and approved the grant with certain conditions attached, including 
the fact that if tWs was successful and it was turned into a book, a book form of 
value and something that could be publishable and he could get an advance on that, 
any funds that he was to receive for that would go first to repay the funds for the 
grant. 

And he agreed and accepted those terms, I believe back in May. That was at the 
time that, certainly, I had no idea of the real problems Webb had not disclosed to 
me or the board. In that respect, I think he misled us. Had we known that, the seri- 
ousness of his problems, I would certainly never have recommended this grant, and 
he never would have received it. But you learn from experience. 

Question. Did you talk with anybody about his alleged problems before rec- 
ommending him for this, aside from Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No, I didn’t, and it probably was a mistake on my part. I believed Webb 
when he told me. I always thought Webb to be at that time truthful and honest 
and straightforward. When he told me the problems, as he described them to me, 
about his firm, I understood them; and they were — ^there were some articles written, 
I think, at the time that I may have read. But I think probably, in retrospect, I 
was mistrustful of much of what is in the press and probably discotmted them, and 
to my regret today. 

Question. And as we have indicated earlier, your wife is a member of the press 
corps; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes, yes. 



1235 


Question. I just wanted to show the witness a couple of articles from March of 
1994 about Mr. Hubbell. This is a March 15th, 1994, Washington Post article. 

Mr. Joseph. Do you have a copy of that for the Minority staff? 

Ms. Comstock. No, I do not have a copy of this dociunent. 

Mr. Joseph. Before he answers any questions on it, I would like to have an oppor- 
tunity to look over the document. 

Mr. Davis. What is the date of this? 

Ms. Comstock March 15th, 1994, The Washington Post. 

The Witness. Well, I have glanced at it quickly. 

Mr. Joseph. Before you answer any questions, the Minority wants to have a 
chance to look at the document. 

Ms. Comstock Could we just go off the record for a minute? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Why don’t we proceed on the March 15th article. 

'The March 15th Washington Post article ffiat the witness has just reviewed, in 
that, it indicated that the ^se Law Firm had raised serious questions about pos- 
sible improprieties in Mr. Hubbell’s client billing and expense reports resulting in 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in losses for the firm and excessive bills to some 
of its clients. 

Do you recall having any knowledge of those matters in March of 1994? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall specifically reading it, but I do recall my discussions, 
as I testified earlier, with Mr. Hubbell about problems with his firm; and I think 
he believed that there were elements within his firm that were hostile to the admin- 
istration and were using this as an occasion to try to embarrass both him and the 
administration, and that he was going to resolve these problems that centered on 
this case that he had for his father-in-law, Seth Ward, that involved hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. 

There were expert witnesses. He described several hundred thousand dollars that 
the firm had advanced that they now wanted him to repay in various out-of-pocket 
emenses since the case was unsuccessfiil. 

The question was, at that time, whose responsibility was it? Webb’s understand- 
ing was that this was a firm matter, the firm took it as a risk on a contingent 
basis and that there was no obligation, certainly for him as a lawyer, to repay it, 
or his father-in-law, and that these were overheated comments coming out of this 
firm where people, as I mentioned, were internally, within the firm, trying to em- 
barrass the administration, trying to embarrass him. 

I accepted his explanation. I mscounted these swirls of controversy as raised in 
these articles, which I probably did read, as part of the problem of why you — when 
you come to Washington, you have sometimes reckless reports being raised by jour- 
nalists that force a person to feel they have to leave office. I put this in that cat- 
egory. 

In retrospect today, in light of everything that’s come out, obviously Webb did not 
tell me the truth, and he £d not square with me or others at all about the serious- 
ness of his problems; and they were far different than his characterization to me. 
And had I known that, I womd not, under any circumstances, have recommended 
Webb Hubbell for a Distinguished Public Servant Fellowship. 

Question. Have you had any discussions with Mr. Hubbell about his misrepresen- 
tations to you, to this date? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what have you discussed with him? 

Answer. Well, I — ^when I paid the money back ultimately, he was 

Question. You are referring to the money, the foundation grant? 

Answer. The foundation grant. 

Question. We will go into that later. 

Answer. ’That’s when I discussed it with him. 

Question. Okay. We will move on to that a little later then. 

This March 15th 

Mr. Davis. You still have a question outstanding. 

Did you answer, did you have any discussions? 

The Witness. I did around the tune I paid the money back. 

Ms. Comstock I think it might be easier to go through the establishment of Mr. 
Hubbell getting the money, and so I will return to that at a later time. 

Mr. Joseph. Ms. Comstock, in the next few minutes, if it is possible, I would like 
to take a quick break. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. Why don’t we go on for a few minutes. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. In this March 15th, 1994, article, there is also a discussion about Fed- 
eral agencies, such as the FDIC and RTC, investigating Mr. Hubbell. Do you recall 
learning that the FDIC and RTC were also investigating Mr. Hubbell for billing 
problems? 

Answer. Vaguely. I can’t recall the details. I recall Webb strongly defending his 
conduct and believing that there was no basis for this. 

Question. Okay. I am showing the witness a March 19th, 1994, Washington Post 
article. Do you recall the Rose Law PTrm — that all 28 partners at the firm agreed 
to send a complaint to the Arkansas Supreme Court on Hubbell? 

Mr. Joseph. What is the question? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall learning in March of 1994 that all 28 of the Rose Law 
Firm partners had filed a complaint against Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I vaguely recall that, yes, about that time frame. 

Question. All right. And you learned that all 28 of these partners had contended 
that Mr. Hubbell owed them and his former clients, including the Federal Govern- 
ment, himdreds of thousands of dollars? 

Answer. I think I recall, and I am trying — to the best of my recollection, Webb’s 
characterization was that it was very split internally with the firm. There were oth- 
ers who felt that it was wholly inappropriate, they shouldn’t do it, but they had to, 
based on, I think, an opinion they received from somebody about ethical questions 
raised, that they had to come up with a unanimous position even though there was 
sharp division within the firm as to the proper course they should take. 

Webb defended again his conduct, saying this was very much a political maneuver 
within the firm, desired largely to embarrass the administration and to embarrass 
him; and I believed mm. 

Question. Did he indicate who was involved in this plan or effort? 

Answer. No, he didn’t. I don’t know the members of that firm, so the names 
wouldn’t make any difference to me. 

Question. So did you ever talk to anybody at the Rose Law Firm about any of 
these matters? 

Answer. No, I did not. 

Question. At any time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know Jim Blair? 

Answer. No. 

Question. From your discussions with Mr. Hubbell, were you aware of the First 
Lady talking to anybody at the Rose Law Firm about any of Mr. HubbeU’s legal bill- 
ing problems? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. Did he ever mention to you these partners, any action they were taking 
in regards to Mrs. Clinton? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or what they were doing and how it impacted upon Mrs. Clinton? 

Answer. I don’t believe he — don’t recall. 

Question. Okay. Why don’t we return to the area of discussing the grant for Mr. 
HiAbeU. 

Mr. Joseph. If you are going to move on to a different topic or back to a different 
topic, I think that would be a good time to take a break. 

Ms. Comstock Okay. Would the witness like to take a break? I am sorry. 

The Witness. Well, a break is fine. My general objective would be to complete, 
as soon as possible, the process. 

Ms. Comstock Mine also. So if we can keep it as brief as possible, I will just 
stay here and we can go back on the record as soon as Mr. Joseph returns. 

[Recess.] 

Ms. Comstock We can go back on the record. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. We were discussing the fellowship that was awarded to Mr. Hubbell. 
You indicated that Mr. Hubbell was interested in this fellowship, and can you tell 
us what he envisioned he was going to be doing as part of this feUowship, if he were 
to apply for it? 

Answer. Well, I think he was going to step back, take several months, work full- 
time was my understanding on reflecting on his experience in Washington, much 
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of his — the problems and difficulties of serving in the public eye and his own per- 
sonal sort of account of this, of why he did what he did; to also talk about others 
who came fi^m Arkansas, had similar experiences. 

Certainly, Vince Foster is a close — and an old friend’s tragedy would presumably 
be part of what he would write a^ut. He would go back and review all of his files, 
pull everything together, try to write as compelling a piece as he could. Not just 
a piece but a long body of work. 

Question. Okay. And when you discussed this with him, did he say whether or 
not he would have other work that he was doing at this same time, or was this 
going to be an exclusive thing that he was working on? 

Answer. I understand this grant he would be receiving, this for was full-time work 
for the equivalent of 3 months, that could be extenden over some time; but it was 
not — it was at least that amount of effort and probably, as these usually end up 
doing, they take a lot more time than you submit. So I wouldn’t have been surprised 
if he spent 4 or 5 months’ eouivalent for the time doing this work. 

Question. After you talkea to Mr. Hubbell, he indicated that he was interested in 
this? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When you discussed this, what did you then decide to do to pursue this? 

Answer. Well, I spoke to Mr. Wolfe, the chairman of the board. Mr. Wolfe person- 
ally met Mr. Hubbell when he was here in Washington. They discussed it nirther, 
and that led to the request that he submit a letter of application. As 1 testified to, 
that was submitted and the board considered it and approved it. 

Question. Okay. I am showing the witness an April 7th, 1994, letter to Mr. Hub- 
bell from Mr. Wolfe regarding tne Distinguished Public Servant Fellowship. It is on 
Consumer Support and Education Fund letterhead. It discusses this — ^is tms the fol- 
low-up, to your knowledge, to the discussion you had with Mr. Wolfe? 

Answer. Yes, I believe it is. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. I will mark that as Exhibit 1. The Bates stamp at the top 
says 2-001. 

[Phillips Deposition Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — ^All exhibits referred to may be found at end of the depo- 
sition.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Could you tell us, who is Robert Wolfe? 

Answer. He is an attorney in Los Angeles. 

Question. In what areas does he work? 

Answer. His specialty was appellate litigation. 

Question. How long have you known Mr. Wolfe? 

Answer. Oh, 25 years. 

Question. And after you spoke with Mr. Hubbell, you then — ^you set up this meet- 
ing that Mr. Wolfe had with Mr. Hubbell. How did that meetibg come alx)ut? 

Answer. Well, to the best of my recollection, Mr. Wolfe was going to be in Wash- 
ington and wanted to have a chance to talk personally with Mr. Hubbell. I don’t 
know whether I set it up or he called him, but I know he met Mr. Hubbell in his 
ofBce. 

Question. And did you discuss this April 7th, 1994, letter with Mr. Wolfe at all? 

Answer. I probably did. 

Question. And do you recall what you discussed with Mr. Wolfe about this letter? 

Answer. Well, just in terms of the formatting and procedure, that it should lay 
out exactly the scope of the project that the board had in mind in written form. And 
so there was a clear statement of the goals and objectives, and that’s what this let- 
ter appears to be. 

Question. Okay. Was this fellowship then, the Distinguished Public Servant Fel- 
lowship, desimed — ^was it going to be directed to Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I don’t understand. 

Question. The fellowship was going to be created for Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Well, I think, as I previously testified, there was a discussion about be- 
ginning a Distinguished Fhiblic Servant FeUowship, and this would be the first. If 
it worked out weu, there would be more. 

Question. Were there any other people at the time that you were considering for 
the Distinguished Public Servant Fellowship, aside from Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. No. It was my recommendation that Mr. Hubbell, precipitated by Mr. 
HubbeU’s situation, that I thought he fit the criteria well that we had discussed be- 
fore. 
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Question. Do you know how the pa 3 rment, the monthly statement of $15,000 a 
month for 3 months, was arrived at? 

Answer. Oh, I think it was an attempt to come up with an amount that was ap- 
propriate for the assigned task, that was generally consistent with what think tanks 
and these kinds of grants provide for people in Washington, for this kind of work, 
for this period of time. 

Question. Do you know who came up with that figure? 

Answer. It was probably my discussion with Mr. Wolfe as to what the appropriate 
amount would be. We probably discussed it back and forth and arrived at this num- 
ber as a number to propose. 

Question. And did you discuss with — did you have any discussions with Mr. Hub- 
bell about the amount of the stipend? 

Answer. Oh, I don’t recall. I may have. 

Question. I am showing the witness an April 12th, 1994, letter; the Bates stamp 
on the top is 2-002. It is a 2-page letter f^m Mr. HubbeU to Mr. Wolfe. 

Answer. I have read it. 

Question. Okay. Did you have any discussions with Mr. Hubbell in between him 
getting the initi^ letter ftom Mr. Wolfe and writing this letter back — ^if you recaU, 
any assistance you provided Mr. Hubbell in drafting the letter to Mr. Wolfe? 

Answer. I don’t believe I did. 

Question. Was it your understanding at this time that Mr. HubbeU wouldn’t be 
doing any other work except for this initiaUy? 

Mr. Joseph. I think you already asked that question. 

The Witness. My understanding is, this was payment for fuU-time work, or its 
equivalent, over maybe some extended period of tune, that this would be his pri- 
mary, even exclusive, focus of his work for the period in question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Did there come a time when you learned that Mr. HubbeU had other 
cUents during this time fi'ame? 

Answer. Sometime over that siumner I think I was aware that Webb was looking 
beyond this 3 months and trying to figure out— develop some sort of practice for 
himself; that he was trying to get cUents or work that he would be able to perform. 

Question. AU right. Were you aware or did jfou become aware that Mr. HubbeU 
also had cUents at or around April of 1994 at this same time frame 

Answer. No, I was not. 

Question, l^en you testified that you thought he was exclusively working on 
this? 

Answer. I was — not that I can recaU. I wasn’t aware of any cUents that he had 
at that time. 

Question. When you say you learned sometime in the summer that he had some 
other cUents, what was your knowledge about those other cUents? 

Answer. That he was trying to develop some cUent base that could sustain a prac- 
tice that he was tiying to put together. 

Question. And what was your understanding of the practice he was tiying to put 
together? 

Answer. WeU, law practice, generaUy consulting work in Washington, you know, 
fairly vague general sense of lobbying, advocacy. 

Question. I)id you have any knowledge of any of the cUents he had? 

Mr. Joseph. I beUeve he testified so far that he was aware that he was tiying 
to develop a practice. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I am asking if you had any knowledge of any particular cUents that he 
had. 

Answer. I think the only one I learned sometime later that he told me, in passing, 
that he did have the City of Los Angeles at some point down the road. I am not 
sure. It may have been months, several months later, the airport — ^he had some 
work he was going to do for the city. 

Question. What did he teU you about that work? 

Answer. Just that — something about the airport and trying to secure funds from 
one accoimt to another account for the city. I don’t know. He didn’t teU me any de- 
tails about it. 

Question. Do you recaU how that conversation came up, what the context of it 
was? 

Answer. Just probably general conversation of how he is doing, what he is doing. 
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Question. And what was your understanding, during the spring of 1994, of Mr. 
Hubbell’s financial resources? 

Answer. I personally thought they were very limited. I thought that he was fac- 
ing, based on what — this is speculation on my part, nothing that he told me, that 
he was facing severe financial hardships, potential hardships down the road with 
no visible source of income, for he or his family. 

Question. Did he discuss that with you — ^Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. He didn’t discuss in any detail what his financial conditions were, except 
that he was obviously concerned about his ability to provide for his family and what 
he was going to do now that he has left the Department of Justice. 

Ms. COMSTOCK. I wovdd like to enter this April 12th, 1994, letter, as Exhibit No. 

2 . 

[Phillips Deposition Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I am showing the witness Bates stamp number 2-003. It is minutes of 
meeting of board of directors of Consumer Support and Education Fund, dated April 
13th, 1994. Can you teU us, how often does &e board of directors of the Consumer 
Support and Education Fvmd meet or have conference calls? 

Answer. Oh, I think in my experience, whenever there was any business to be 
done, they would arrange to bave a conference call — several times a year, probably. 

Question. Okay. And these notes, on page 1, a little ways down the page, it indi- 
cates the board adopted the minutes flram the previous meeting of December 4th, 
1993. Would that have been the last meeting prior to this April 13th, 1994, meeting, 
to your knowledge? 

Answer. Most Ukely. I am just basing that on reading this, this document. 

Question. Would it be the practice of the board normally to adopt the previous — 
whatever had been the last board meeting minutes at the next board meeting? 

Answer. I think that is the usual practice, yes. 

Question. Do you recall how this conference call came about? 

Answer. No. It is probably — no, I don’t. 1 mean, it was probably set up to consider 
and approve this grant, which is the subject matter of the minutes. 

Question. Okay. Do you know who set up the conference call? 

Answer. No. Probably Mr. Wolfe, is my guess, but I would be speculating. 

Mr. Joseph. Again, Mr. Phillips, no one here wants you to speculate on these top- 
ics, on these questions. 

The Witness. I am speculating. 

I don’t recall. Most likely, the Chairman. 

examination by MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. The minutes indicate that you, Mr. Wolfe, Mr. Jacoby and Mr. Budetti 
participated in the conference call? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Could you tell us who Mr. Budetti is. Dr. Budetti? 

Answer. Dr. Budetti, he is a doctor and a lawyer. He is now head of some health 
policy institute at Northwestern University. I think at this time he was the head 
of a health policy institute at George Washington. His specialty is, he is both a law- 
yer and a doctor, is health policy issues. 

Question. I am sorry. I indicated that Mr. Jacoby participated in this conference 
call, but the notes do indicate that he was absent and forwarded his proxy to the 
Chairman. So I just wanted to correct that for the record. 

The minutes here indicate that this was something — a reference to the board of 
directors of Taxpayers Against Fraud, which was convened on April 13th, 1994. Is 
that another name for the fund? Or what is that referring to there, if you know? 

Answer. I don’t know. I mean, that doesn’t make any 

Mr. Joseph. Where are you reading from? 

Ms. Comstock I am reading from the first paragraph. It says, pursuant to writ- 
ten waiver of notice and consent to holding a special meeting. 

The Witness. It appears to me that is probably a typographical mistake that they 
have. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. You don’t know what the Taxpayers Against Fraud is? 

Answer. It’s another organization. It’s not this organization. 

Question. Okay. To your knowledge, who would have — ^who prepares the minutes 
of these board of director meetings? 

Answer. I would be speculating. It would be 
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Question. Okay. Do you know 

Answer. I woidd be speculating. 

Question. Did you prepare these minutes? 

Answer. I don’t beueve so. 

Question. Is there a formal secretary of the organization who was responsible? 

Answer. Someone may have the title “secretary.” You mean as an ofBcer, sec- 
retary? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I don’t think there is a secretary in the sense that they have the respon- 
sibility for prepariM the minutes. 

Question. Okay. Other than the minutes that are reflected here, do you recall any 
discussions about Mr. Hubbell getting this fellowship that was engaged in the 
course of this conference call? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if prior to this conference call anybody had talked with 
you about any of the legal pitmlems that Mr. Hubbell had? 

Answer. Anybody on the Doard? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No, I don’t believe they did. 

Question. So Mr. Wolfe had not talked to you at any time prior to this conference 
call about any legal — any legal problems that Mr. Hubbell had? 

Answer. No, not that I recall, but I am certain that a discussion about the whole 
reason for doing this project, writing this book, was based on, in this case, Mr. Hub- 
bell’s experience, as 1 testified to earlier. I don’t recall any specific discussions about 
legal problems of Mr. Hubbell with Mr. Wolfe. 

Ms. Comstock I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 3. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 3 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Okay. You had indicated earlier that Mr. Wolfe did come to Washington 
and had occasion to meet with Mr. Hubbell. Were you in that meeting at all? 

Answer. Yes. I introduced him. 

Question. Okay. And can you just tell us about that meeting? 

Answer. It was a meeting in Webb’s office. I introduced Mr. Wolfe to Webb. They 
discussed the project, his sense of what he would be writing about, how he would 
do it. That’s about the sum and substance of the meeting. 

Question. Okay. Were you there for the entire meeting with Mr. Hubbell and Mr. 
Wolfe? 

Answer. I don’t recall if I was there for the whole meeting. 

Question. Did Mr. Hubbell indicate he was going to gather his papers together 
and review through papers? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. AU right. What was your understanding of what those papers were 
going to be that he was going to be reviewing? 

Answer. Oh, whatever — generally, what he had at the Department of Justice, his 
e^erience there, the matters that he worked on, papers fium Arkansas, his sort of 
history of working in public service, how he — what he did, how he was really com- 
mitted to doing public service work and the difficulties he encountered in Washing- 
ton, any papers that would relate to that. 

Question. I am showing the witness an April 15th, 1994, letter firom Robert Wolfe 
to Mr. Hubbell regarding the distinguished public servant fellowship. This is a letter 
indicating that the board had approved this fellowship; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct 

Question. Do you recall having any discussions with Mr. Wolfe about preparing 
this letter or anything having to do with this letter? 

Answer. I don’t rec^. It is obviously a follow-up to the board’s meeting. 

Question. Okay. Was it your imderstanding that Mr. Hubbell was going to provide 
projpess reports on an interim basis about how this was — this report was progress- 

Answer. I think that was a condition of the grant, the letter fflunt, yes. 

Question. And did there come a time where Mr. Hubbell informed you about his 
progress on this project? 

Answer. 1 talked to him on and off over the first several months about the work 
he was doing, outlines and the focus and general substance. I had the impression 
he was working on it, gathering materials together, preparing outlines, thinking of 
it. 1 was impressed based on what he told me that he was timiing his attention to 
this in a major way. 
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Question. Okay. 

Answer. But I had not seen anything written from him. 

Question. At any time did you ever see anything written that he prepared? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Joseph. Are you talking about a letter? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. At any time to the present did ^ou see any anything regarding this 
project, the report that he was going to provide, this series of articles that he in- 
tended to write? 

Answer. I don’t recall having— it is not necessarily that I would see them. I wasn’t 
reaUy in cha^e of overseeing this, but I don’t recall having seen any written reports 
other than his letters that he sent. 

Question. Were you copied on ^ese various letters that he sent? 

Answer. I don’t 

Question. At the time? 

Answer. I have seen these letters and I don’t really know whether I saw them 
at the time or when I saw them afterwards when they have become a subject of 
interest of your committee’s and others. 

Ms. Comstock. I will make this April 15th, 1994, letter. Deposition Exhibit No. 
4. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 4 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. During this time in April and May, this 1994 time frame, this first few 
months after Mr. HubbeU left the Justice D^aitment, did you have any knowledge 
of the kind of hours he was keeping at his office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge about the amount of time that he was put- 
ting into this particular project? 

Answer. Well, I had the impression that he was putting a good deal of time in 
it based on general discussions I had with him during that time. 

Question. Did you have a general idea of how many hours a week he was devoting 
to this project? 

Answer. No, but I assvuned to the extent that a work week is 40 hoius, that I 
was assuming he was devoting a substantial portion of that time to this project. 
That’s certaiiuy what the expectation was. 

Question. You are saying your expectation was he was putting something like a 
full work week into working on this report? 

Answer. Uh-huh. That was my expe^tion. 

Question. All right. Did you ever talk with Mr. Cardozo about the type of hours 
that Mr. HubbeU kept at his offices? 

Answer. I don’t recaU having ever talked to him about that. 

Question. Or at any time to the present ever discussing with Mr. Cardozo, gee, 
was Mr. HubbeU around, was he there, you know, during the time? 

Answer. No, 1 don’t recaU any such discussions. 

Question. All right. Showing the witness a calendar entry, which is a calendar 
entry of Mr. HubbeU, 1 beUeve. 

Mr. Davis. Excuse me. Is this Mr. HubbeU’s calendar? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. This is Mr. HubbeU’s calendar for April 20th, 1994. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. It indicates a meeting with Bob Wolfe at 5:00 p.m. that day. 

Mr. Joseph. Can you ermlain what the source of this document is? 

Ms. Comstock. This is nom Mr. HubbeU. 

Mr. Joseph. Are you aware of whether the Majority has ever provided this docu- 
ment to the Minority prior to today? 

Ms. Comstock. I beUeve these documents may have been obtained in 1996, so you 
all may not have a copy. 

Mr. Joseph. I am sorry? 

Ms. Comstock. You aU may not have a copy of this particular entry. I am not 
sure. These were documents that were obtains during the course of a committee 
investigation in 1996. 

Mr. Joseph. I am going to object just for the record for a use of a document from 
an earUer investigation that you have not provided to this staff or identified or 
given us any indication prior to today that you are planning to use such a document 
with the witness. 
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Ms. Comstock Okay. Your objection is noted. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall if Mr. Wolfe ever — okay. I am sorry. On this calendar 
entry for April 20th, 1994, there is also a reference to a lunch with Truman Arnold 
at noon on that same day that Mr. Wolfe was meeting with Mr. Hubbell. I know 
you have already testified to there was a meeting with Mr. Hubbell and Mr. Wolfe 
at which you were present Your name is not indicated here on this particular entry. 
Do you Imow if there were other meetings that Mr. Wolfe had with Mr. Hubbell 
alone that you weren’t part of in this April 1994 time frame? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. And do you recall in your meeting if— that you had with Mr. Wolfe, if 
Mr. Hubbell had made any reference to meeting with Truman Arnold? 

Answer. I certainly don’t recall that. 

Question. Okay. And did Mr. Wolfe ever indicate to you any references that Mr. 
Hubbell made to working with Mr. Arnold? 

Answer. No. 

Ms. Comstock 1 wiU make that Deposition Exhibit No. 5. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 5 was marked for identification.] 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Showing the witness a document that’s a payment to Mr. Hubbell from 
the Consumer Support and Education Fund, the Bates stamp at the top is 2-005 
and the bank statement is on the top and then the check itself for the monfiily sti- 
pend is on the bottom. 

Do you recall how, in your discussions, the payments were going to be made, if 
they were going to be before or after he had given you any progress reports or prod- 
uct? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall. 1 mean, it wasn’t spelled out in the agreement. This 
didn’t govern when the payments were going to be made. 

Ms. COMSTOCK I wiU mark that as Deposition Es^bit No. 6. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 6 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. 'This is a May 18th, 1994 letter to Robert Wolfe from Mr. Hubbell. I be- 
lieve this letter is a progress report of sorts that Mr. Hubbell was giving. Do you 
recall seeing this letter at or around May of 1994? 

Answer. I really can’t remember if I had seen it then. 1 have seen it since, but 
I don’t know wheuer or not I saw it at the time. 

Question. Do you recall if you received any pro^ss reports at the time? 

Answer. 1 don’t think 1 was copied on &ese letters. 1 may have seen them. At 
some point, 1 read these letters, but I just don’t recall. 

Mr. Joseph. Are you talking about in preparation for this deposition you have 
read these or some earlier time? 

The Witness. In the last year or so, since this has been a matter of controversy, 
I have seen these documents sometime — ^recently I have, but I don’t know — ^if your 
question is, did I see them contemporaneous with them being sent, I don’t recall. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I am asking you if, in the time frame of 1994, you ever recall receiving 
any progress reports? 

Answer. I may have seen them, but I just don’t recall. 

Question. Okay. And Mr. Hubbell here indicates that he did a written — recreated 
a written history of his public service. Do you recall ever seeing anything like that 
that Mr. Hubbell showed to you that — that he showed to you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall him ever telling you about a written history of his public 
service that he was preparing? 

Answer. Well, I mean I recall him telling me he was working, I thought, diligently 
on this project, but I don’t recaU that he had a particular document that he had 
prraared. 

Question. In No. 4 on this letter, he said he started a series of interviews with 
individuals who joined or considei^ joining the Clinton Administration. Do you 
have any knowledge as to who those interviews were with? 

Answer. I do not. 
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Question. Did he ever indicate to you any particular individuals he was going to 
attempt to interview? 

Answer. I don’t recall specific names, other than he wanted to write an article 
about his experience in Arkansas coming to Washington. It may well have included 
the experience of others similarly situat^. 

Question. Okay. At the end of this letter to Mr. Wolfe, he indicates that he was 
looking forward to visiting with him soon about this project. Do you know if he ever 
met with Mr. Wolfe — I think he was indicating that he might see him in California, 
after this May 18th letter. 

Answer. I am not aware that he met him in California. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 7. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 7 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. If you know, do you know at this time — it doesn’t indicate on this letter, 
but do you know sort of in the April/May time frame of 1994 of any written product, 
besides letters, saying what he was doing was ever — the actual product that you all 
expected, if that had been produced to anyone at the Foundation? 

Answer. I am not aware that it was pn^uced. 

Question. This is a May 20th, 1994, fetter to Mr. Hubbell from Bob Wolfe. 

Mr. Joseph. I just want to note for the record that there is no signature at the 
bottom. 

Ms. Comstock. I believe these documents were produced by, I guess, Consumer 
Support and Education Fund and this was the way they were produced to us. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Bates stamp number on the top is 2-008. The first paragraph of this 
letter indicates that they are sending the second installment on the monthly sti- 
pend. Do you recall any discussion in this May time frame of anybody asking you 
any questions about, you know, should we be continuing this; you know, should we 
continue paying the stipend at this time? 

Answer. You mean were questions raised as to whether it should be continued? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No, I don’t recall. 

Question. Okay. In this letter, which is not signed by Mr. Wolfe, but in the third 
paragraph it indicates that he is inviting him to visit with him at his house in Cali- 
fornia. Again, you have no knowledge about whether or not Mr. Hubbell ever visited 
with Mr. Wolfe in California; is that correct? 

Answer. No. That’s right. 'That’s correct. 

Ms. Comstock. I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 8. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 8 was marked for identification.] 

The Witness. To the best of my knowledge, he did not visit him. 

Ms. Comstock. There is also — this is a May 18th check for $15,000. I will go 
ahead and make that Deposition Exhibit No. 9. That was the second insUdlment, 
payment, that we were just discussing that was referred to in the letter. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 9 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Joseph. You are characterizing it as connected or as a second installment. 

Ms. Comstock. It says, second monthly stipend on that check there. That’s how 
it is characterized on the check. 

There is a reference in the letter to enclosing a second installment. 

And this is a June 18th, 1994, check attached to a June 30th, 1994, bank state- 
ment from the Consumer Support and Education Fund. This check indicates that 
it is a monthly stipend number three. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you recall if there was any discussion between May and June about 
continuing to pay Mr. Hubbell this stipend? 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, I don’t recall during the course of these 
payments any questions raised as to whether they should not be paid. 

Question. Okay. Do you know if by June 18th, 1994 or at or about that time you 
received any work product from Mr. Hubbell at this time? 

Answer. I am not aware of any, other than these letters that were sent reporting 
on his progress. 

Ms. Comstock All right. We will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 10. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 10 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a September — am sorry. I have got the wrong letter here for 
you. This is a little later. Excuse me. 

The next letter that we have that was received from Mr. Hubbell is a September 
12th, 1994, letter. Before I ask you about that I wanted to ask you diudng the sum- 
mer of 1994, where we don’t appear to have any contact between the Consumer Sup- 
port and Education Fund and Mr. Hubbell, except for the stipend checks in May 
and Jime following the initial one in April, are you aware of any discussions with 
anybody at the Foundation about what Mr. Hubbell was doing throughout the sum- 
mer on this project? 

Answer. No. I mean — no, I am not. I mean, there may have been some general 
discussions, but I can’t recall them. 

Question. Do you recall if there was ever any concern about his — any growing 
legal problems he had in the siunmer of 1994? 

Answer. Well, yes, there were concerns that began to surface, and I am not ex- 
actly sure when. I tliink it was around September, sometime after he had received 
the three installments, it became increasingly clear that he obviously had some seri- 
ous and major problems that he had not told anybody about. 

Question. You say in the September 1994 time frame is when you learned that 
there might be some serious problems? 

Answer. Well, I think there was some discussions at that time, that I had with 
Bob Wolfe, that Webb’s problems seemed to be getting much more serious, and I 
think the question in my mind was raised, would he ever be able to complete this 
assignment given — if he is — ^if it turns out that he had serious problems in terms 
of his own conduct. He would hardly be a distinguished public servant if that was 
the case. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell traveling throughout the summer of 
1994? 

Answer. Traveling? 

Question. Yes, to foreign countries. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How did you learn about that? 

Answer. He accompanied — the families took a vacation together and joined us for 
about 2 weeks. 

Question. And where was that? 

Answer. In Greece. 

Question. Okay. Your families both traveled for 2 weeks together to Greece in the 
summer of 1994? 

Answer. His daughter and my daughter were friends, right. 

Question. Could you tell us who was on that trip? 

Answer. Webb and Suzy and their daughter, Kelly, flew over to Greece; myself, 
my wife and my daughter. And I had rented a sm^l boat and we — it turned out 
to be very smaU. We spent about 10 days, I believe, traveling around the various 
islands. 

Question. On this boat that you had rented? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you pay for this trip? 

Answer. I paid for the boat, yes. 

Question. All right. 

Answer. And I invited them to join us. 

Question. Who paid for their air travel, if you know? 

Answer. I believe the way we did that, I had a lot of frequent flyer miles and if 
they would buy my daughter’s ticket, which was expensive at the time, without any 
discount rates, 1 would use my frequent flyer miles to get Webb and Suzy a ticket. 
That’s, I think, what we did. 

Question. All right. So they had — ^they paid for your daughter’s ticket? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. And then the rest of the 

Answer. I think it was about $1,400, something like that. It was not insignificant. 
And I used my miles to get them tickets. 

Question. All right. And were you on this boat the entire time, then? 

Answer. For 10 days, yes. 

Question. All right. And who paid for the expenses while you were travehng 
around? 

Answer. I paid for the boat. That was the expense. We shared expenses for meals. 
We usually ate in a small tavern, these places that we would dock for the night 
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and we would have our meals at the local restaurant. I didn’t pay — we all split it 
up. 

Question. What was the time frame of this trip? 

Answer. I believe it was maybe late July, early August, 1994. 

Question. And at that time, did Mr. Hubbell indicate to you any of his growing 
legal problems? 

Answer. No, he didn’t. You know, I am trying to remember. Webb — 1 continued 
to believe him. 1 think it was more in the September, post-September time frame 
that 1 became very concerned that Webb’s problems were quite serious and veiy dif- 
ferent than what he had told me. 

Question. Did your wife, in her reporting, cover any Whitewater matters or any- 
thing that gave you any knowledge in particular about any growing legal problems 
that he had? 

Answer. Not that I recall. 

Question. Did Mr. Hubbell tell you anything about his — any other foreign overseas 
travel he had during the summer of 1994? 

Answer. I know he went to the Far East later in the summer. 

Question. After this trip that you took together? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How did you learn about that trip? 

Answer. 1 think he — I think he and his wife probably mentioned it to us that they 
were going to take this trip. 

Question. Did Mr. Hubbell tell you that he was doing any work for the Riadys 
at the Lippo Group? 

Answer. Yes, the first time 1 had heard that name, the Riadys, the Riadys that 
he knew in Little Rock, he was doing some — going to do some work for them or 
something and they were arranging for a trip for Webb and his wife. That’s the sum 
and substance of what — he didn’t tell me what the work was and 1 didn’t know what 
it was. 

Question. So this was in the summer of 1994 that he told you about this work 
for the Riadys? 

Answer. Well, whenever he was leaving to go, whenever that trip occurred. He 
was telling me they were taking this trip and he said he was — the trip was being 
arranged by this Riady family from Little Rock, or James Riady, I think his name 
was. 

Question. Was his wife going on that trip? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what was your understanding of the nature of that trip? 

Answer. I have just a vague sense that maybe it would be introductions to people 
who may — ^maybe introductions to people who are associated with them; nothing 
specific, that they have business interests in Indonesia and elsewhere. 

Question. Okay. Did he indicate anything about how much money he was making 
from working for the Riadys? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have an understanding that he was being paid for this — ^his 
work with them? 

Answer. 1 raaUy — I obviously learned later that 1 was paid a lot of money. 1 am 
trying to remember at the time. 1 don’t know whether 1 knew whether he was then 
retained bv them, paid by them at aU. I don’t think — 1 certainly had no idea of the 
amounts that subsequently came out. I don’t know at the time whether 1 knew he 
was being paid anything. 

Question. Okay. You indicate that there did come a time that you did learn that 
he was being paid by the Riadys? 

Answer. Yes, in the press. 

Question. And when you say the press accounts, would that be last fall then you 
learned about it? 

Answer. Whenever they came out. 

Question. 1 am showing the witness an October 7th, 1996, op-ed by William Safire 
entitled “The Asian Connection.” In it, at the bottom of the article, it references — 
it is about form paragraphs ftum the bottom. It says — ^be^ns, the Riadys did, quote, 
“I am told tiiat between resignation and indictment a Lippo affiliate paid HubbeU 
over $250,00.” 

Mr. Joseph. What is the date of this article? 

Ms. Comstock. The date is October 7th, 1996. It is a New York Times op-ed by 
William Safire entitled the “Asian Connection.” 

Mr. Joseph. I don’t know whether the copy for the record is as mine is, which 
is cut off at the bottom. 
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Ms. Comstock. Yes, it is cut off a little bit on the bottom. Just one line on the 
second column is cut off Actually, I think a line on the first column is cut off, too, 
just one line on the bottom. 

Mr. Joseph. Mr. Phillips, you should feel free to read the whole article. I don’t 
know if those missing lines are significant or not. 

The Witness. Okay. I have read it. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. When you said you learned it from the press, do you recall this particu- 
lar article at aU? 

Answer. I think I do. I think I recall it. 

Question. Okay. Do you recall discussing this with Mr. HubbeU, anything about 
the payments? 

Answer. I recall him — I remember reading this — ^first of all, Mr. Safire isn’t the 
most, in my view, credible person. So— I tMnk he may have made some remark 
about I only wish it were that much money when I had a conversation with him 
from prison the last time this came up. 

Question. A conversation you had with Mr. HubbeU at about the time that this 
article came out last faU? 

Answer. I just vaguely remember Webb saying something like I only wish what 
William Safire said — I never asked him how much he made or what he got. I have 
no knowledge of— he never told me how much. Nor did I ever ask him, except that 
comment, I only wish — something to that effect. 

Ms. Comstock. I wiU make this article Deposition Exhibit No. 11. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 11 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. You had indicated that at some time in the faU of 1994 that you started 
thinking that Mr. HubbeU may not be in a position to complete this project. Given 
that you learned, I guess, sometime in August of 1994, that he was doing some work 
for the Riadys and traveUng and given that you hadn’t seen any work product yet 
throughout the summer, did you ever have any concerns about whether or not he 
was doing any work on the Foundation? 

Mr. Joseph. I am going to object. That’s mischaracterizing his testimony and as- 
suming facts not in evidence. He hasn’t testified about work that he was doing for — 
that Mr. HubbeU was doing for the Riadys. 

The Witness. I don’t know if he was doing work for the Riadys. I knew he took 
this trip. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. He took a trip for the Riadys? 

Answer. Yes. WeU, I think I testified earUer aroimd the fall, and I am not sure 
of the exact dates, when the — ^when Webb’s problems became more pronounced and 
clear that he had serious, serious legal problems, I, at that point became concerned 
that there is no way he could possibly complete this task, because he couldn’t meet 
the basic conditions of being a distinguished pubUc servant. 

Question. Did he — ^you said — I am sorry. I can’t recaU. Did you discuss these con- 
cerns with Mr. Wolfe? 

Answer. I think — ^weU, over the period of time, I am sure I had discussions with 
the unfortunate turn of events for Webb and the embarrassment for aU of us who — 
for me recommending him, for the Fund who gave him this grant. 

Question. As of — I wiU show you, this is a September — did I give you a copy of 
this? 

Mr. Joseph. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock September 12th, 1994 letter. 

The Witness. Yes. You gave this to me. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. In this letter, again, Mr. HubbeU talks about having completing — ^he 
telks about completing the assembling and organization of his papers in the first 
item, munber one there, and then number two, he sa 3 fs, I have created a chrono- 
lo^cal history of my pubUc service and, number three, I have completed the assem- 
bUng of the documentation. I want to go to one. Did you ever see any evidence that 
Mr. HubbeU had, quote, “completed my assembly and organization of my papers, 
notes, reports and other documents from the Justice Deparfrnent?" 
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Answer. The answer is, no, I have seen no other — ^no materials that he may have 
developed as work papers in preparation for this article and no materials tikat he 
has referred to have I seen. 

Question. Okay. So that would apply, then, for paragraph number two and the 
chronological history? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Or number three paragraph? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. And then number four, he talks again about completing interviews of 
certain individuals who joined or considered joining the Clinton Administration. 
And, again, you have no knowledge of any particular individuals that he inter- 
viewed? 

Answer. No. 

Question. He indicates here, he hoped to interview Jean Hanson and Roger Alt- 
man because of their involvement in congressional hearings. Did you ever discuss 
with him interviews of Jean Hanson or Roger Altman? 

Answer. No, not that I can recall. 

Question. And then niunber 5 he discusses a rough draft. Again, you did not ever 
see any evidence of a rough draft of any of these reports? 

Answer. I have not — did not. 

Question. To this date? 

Answer. To this date. 

Ms. Comstock I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 12. 

We have another majority staffer who has joined us. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 12 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. This is a November 18th, 1994, letter, to Robert Wolfe from Mr. Hub- 
bell. And again this is providing the further update. Again, the first paragraph, Mr. 
HubbeU is repeating that he has completed his work of assembhng, but he does indi- 
cate in the second paragraph that the project is still incomplete, but indicates he 
is still tiying to complete it. 

By November of 1994, did you have any discussions with him about where this 
project was at at this point? 

Answer. I may have, but I must tell you, I was very discouraged based on where 
things were that this project would ever be completed, around about that time; cer- 
tainly after the indictment. 

Question. You would be referring to the December 1994 guilty plea that Mr. Hub- 
bell made? 

Answer. Yes. There was virtually no way he could complete it. 

Question. On this letter, November 180i, Mr. Hubbell indicates that there is an 
enclosure. The bottom of the page, the first page, it says, 1 am finally set on the 
format, but would appreciate your thoughts. I have enclos^ a, draft of the introduc- 
tory article. 

We did not receive, I g;uess, from the Fund or from you an enclosure. 1 mean, this 
letter was not to you. I want to make that clear. It is to Mr. Wolfe. Do you know 
about any enclosime or draft that he ever sent to the Fund? 

Answer. I do not. 

Question. Have you ever talked with Mr. Wolfe about any such draft that Mr. 
Hubbell may have provided him at any time? 

Answer. I think I recall Mr. Wolfe saying that — well, referred — that he said he 
was sending a draft. It didn’t accompany the materials. 

Question. So in your 

Answer. My recollection was that he did not receive the referenced material. 

Question. So in your discussions with Mr. Wolfe, Mr. Wolfe informed you that 
even though this letter in particular said there was a draft, that Mr. Hubbell just 
sent the letter without the draft? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. All right. Did you know if Mr. Wolfe ever — did Mr. Wolfe ever tell you 
if he called Mr. Hubbell to teU him the draft wasn’t in the letter you sent me? 

Answer. No, I don’t recall. He probably did. 

Question. Do you recall if anyone had any concerns that by November 18th or No- 
vember 1994, thereabouts, Mr. Hubbell had performed any work for the $45,000 he 
had been advancecl, yet was sending a letter saying he gave the Fund a draft that 
is not enclosed? I mean, an 3 rthing to that effect that was discussed with Mr. Wolfe 
or any board members? 
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Answer. WeU, I can only give you my sense. My sense was that he had done work, 
a lot of work, based on conversations that I had with him, but in the fall it became 
increasingly clear to me that it would be unlikely that he could complete this assign- 
ment in Ihe way that the board expected. And so — ^that’s my answer. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with Mr. HubbeU about your increasing 
concern that he wouldn’t be able to complete the project? 

Answer. You know, probably not as direct as 1 should have in retrospect. I may 
have. 

Question. Do you recall expressing any concern to him that you had set this up 
for him essentially and now he wasn’t producing the work? 

Answer. Well, I did have subsequent discussions with him. I don’t know exactly 
when they occurred. It was a difEcxilt situation, especially after he pled guilty, 
where he received this money, I had recommended him, he had not performed, he 
couldn’t perform, and I assumed he didn’t have the capacity to repay the money. 

Question. Did you discuss with him repaying the money? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. And what did he say? 

Answer. Well, I told him — I told him, when I was going to repay the money, that 
1 felt obligated to do so and I think he was surprised. Somehow, he just thought 
this was free money. I don’t know. I told him I was going to repay &e money. I 
didn’t have to, I didn’t have a legal obligation, but I vouch^ for hm. He didn’t per- 
form. I was going to pay the money back. I told him that in prison. 

Question. You had that discussion with him when he was in prison? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what was his response? 

Answer. He was very emotional. I think he was moved to tears. He was, I think, 
humiliated, embarrassed. I think he genuinely didn’t reahze I would have to pay 
the money back. I think he genuinely felt that he had treated me very badly and 
everybody else associated with this. 

Question. At the time of that conversation, which is some — I beheve the record 
is that you paid the fund back at some point in December of 1995; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. I think sometime in November I had this conversation with him. 

Question. Okay. Why don’t I get that for you. 

Ms. Comstock. I will go ahead and make this November 18th, 1994 letter, deposi- 
tion Exhibit 13 before we move on to the next one. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 13 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK: 

Question. This is a December 14th, 1995 memo, and I ^ess a personal check of 
yours to the Consumer Support and Education Fund for $45,000. Your recollection, 
then, is you had this discussion with Mr. HubbeU about repaying the loan prior to 
your writing this check? 

Answer. I believe it was November. 

Question. Now, Mr. HubbeU had pled guUty in December of 1994, and this was 
in December of 1995. I am wondering, within that year time period, did you have 
discussions with the Foundation about what was going to go on with the repayment 
of this by Mr. HubbeU or you? 

Answer. Yes, I mean generaUy I think — weU, you know, what a terrible predica- 
ment it was, having taken this money, not that — ^he reaUy couldn’t do the work in 

E rison; what are we going to do about it, just sort of — I mean, ultimately I knew, 
eginning when he went to prison in some way or another I wanted to see the Fund 
be made whole. 

FinaUy, I would just step up to it and do it at the end of the year. I put it off 
longer than I shoiUd have, but because it was apparent that he would not be able 
to complete the work and I assumed he had no capacity to pay the money back; per- 
haps in error, but I assumed he didn’t. 

Question. Did Mr. HubbeU teU you he didn’t — he wasn’t able to pay it back him- 
self? 

Answer. Yes. He said he would pay it back at some point, when he was able to. 

He felt terrible about the situation. He woiUd — I saw him in prison. He 

Mr. Joseph. Weren’t we talking about the pre-prison time period? 

Ms. Comstock No. We are talking about the discussion he had in November of 
1995 with Mr. HubbeU when he is telling him that he was going to repay the money 
to the fund. 

The Witness. Yes. I beUeve he said, in essence, he didn’t have the capacity to 
repay that money, which I understood given the demands that I assumed to be no 
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income and the demands of his family. He asked that he give me some security, I 
said, well, why don’t you write me a note, a promissory note. That would be fine. 

Later, I thought I should reduce it more to a formal letter, which I received back 
from him and then his accountant called — ^because Webb had discussed giving me 
security interest in some art work that he had, that he thought was some equivalent 
value. And I, in talking to his accountant, said, yes, I would be interested in having 
such a security interest. 

I prepared an estimate of the value from an appraiser of the art work and my 
secretary prepared — ^the lawyer prei)ared the appropriate UCC forms and filed those 
forms with the District of Columbia to secure my interest in repayment of that 
money. 

Question. Okay. Who was Mr. Hubbell’s accountant? 

Answer. Oh, somebody in Little Rock. I don’t remember his name. 

Ms. Comstock. Now, I will make this repayment Deposition Exhibit No. 14. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 14 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. In repaying this loan to the Fund, can you tell me how that works tax- 
wise for your purposes? Is this a tax-deductible donation to the Fund by you or is 
this just a repayment to the Fund? 

Answer. I wish it were tax deductible, but it absolutely is not tax deductible. 
'There was no tax basis upon which I could deduct it 

Question. I believe this is the financial statement that I believe was provided the 
committee that you were referencing earlier about the art work. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Did you have to also pay to have all of this — ^these assessments 
done on the art work? 

Answer. No, I did not. This was provided by Mr. Hubbell’s — I guess Mr. Hubbell’s 
appraiser. 

Question. And did there come a time when you collected any of these items that 
were placed as collateral in order to recover any of your money? 

Answer. Well, I had a lien on all of these items legally. When they had to get — 
sell their house and when Suzy moved into a small apartment, they had no place 
to have — to put many of these items so we took — at her invitation — at their invita- 
tion, at Suzys invitation, I have custody of several of these in my house. 

Question. To this date? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Did you take those for piuposes of storing them for them or for 
purposes of security for your own money that you were out for Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. WeU, I think I have the right leg^y to sell these items. I took them to 
use. I picked the pieces that we liked, that I uked, and I have them in my home. 

Question. Did you pick them up at their home? 

Answer. At the apartment, yes. 

Question. At Mrs. Hubbell’s apartment? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you get them fium the Macomb Street home or she had them at 
her apartment at that point where you picked them up? 

Answer. I think it was at the aparlment — I believe it was the Macomb Street. 

Question. You went to the home to pick up the— or if you recall whether you phys- 
ically picked up the paintings? 

Answer. I don’t know if I did or not. 

Question. Do you know if someone else had picked them up? 

Answer. Suzy brought them over or — I just don’t recall. When I came back fiom 
work, they were fhereafter selecting them out. 

Question. Do you know if your wife had picked out some of the paintings? 

Answer. 1 think she did. I was aware of some of these that I had seen at their 
house. 

Ms. Comstock. I will make that Deposition Exhibit No. 15. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 15 was markeo for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. We have an undated letter that was to Mr. Wolfe from Mr. Hubbell. It 
is imclear when it is from, but it does indicate, I apologize for not commimica^g 
earlier, quote, “as you are aware, I was under severe restrictions in my communica- 
tions for the last 7 months. I was also prohibited from communicating or publishing 
anything in the media tmtU my period of cooperation with the independent counsd 
is completed. I hope you and the other trustees understand. The prohibition is now 
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over and I fully intend to complete the work I set out to do. I have asked my wife 
to copy the box of documents that have been produced to date and send them to 
you.” 

From the facts, I think as you have described and from just the public record, it 
seems to indicate that this is sometime around in 1995, after Mr. Hubbell has pled 
guilty and he has been working with the independent counsel. It is unclear wheth- 
er — I mean, well, the address is at home so it appears to be that it is before he went 
to jail in August of 1995. 

Mr. Joseph. I am going to object to that testimony. 

Ms. Comstock. Your objection is noted. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of, from your reading of this — ^first of all, 
do you recall seeing this letter at any tune or reviewing this dociunent? 

Answer. I really can’t recall. I mean, I have seen this but — I have seen it probably 
in the last year. Whether I saw it at the time, 1 don’t recall. 

Question. Okay. In 1995, at any time in 1995, after Mr. Hubbell’s guilty plea in 
December of 1994, do you recall having any discussions with Mr. Hubbell about him 
completing his work before this November 1995 discussion you had wiOi him where 
you indicated you were going to repay the $45,000? 

Answer. Oh, I may have. I didnT really, as I mentioned — ^testified earlier, I didn’t 
really believe Webb was in a position to do the work. 

Question. Do you think he had done any work at this time? 

Answer. Yes, I thought he had put in a lot of time organizing and all the things 
he had said. He may not have, but I believed that he had, based on his represente- 
tions to me. 

Question. Do you believe 

Answer. But Webb has turned out to be not always very truthful. 

Question. Do you believe today that he did do any work on this project? 

Answer. I don’t know. I mean, he may well have done a lot of work that he said 
he was doing in organizing, he may well have. I don’t know. I find Webb’s state- 
ments less ci^ble today than I did at the time. 

Question. About his work for you, for the Foundation? 

Answer. About anything. 

Question. About anything? 

Answer. Yes. 

Ms. Comstock I will make this Deposition Exhibit No. 16. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 16 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. You are aware that Mr. Hubbell has taken the Fifth Amendment in re- 
gani to these and other matters before this committee? 

Answer. I read about it, yes. 

Question. Do you have any objection to Mr. Hubbell discussing what he did for 
the Foundation? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of any of the board of directors having any objections 
to Mr. Hubbell discussing the work that he did for the Foimdation? 

Answer. I am not aweire of any objection, no. 

Question. When you all had given him the grant and the $45,000, was the intent 
to make his work public? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you ever discussed with him why he is taking the Fifth Amend- 
ment on these or other matters? 

Answer. I did talk to him once after he was out of prison. I don’t know 

Mr. Joseph. The question is, I guess, whether you ever discussed him taking the 
Fifth Amendment? 

Ms. Comstock You can let the witness answer the question. 

The Witness. I am trying to remember if we specifically ^scussed Fifth Amend- 
ment or whether it was more of a general statement that he said he felt he had 
cooperate fully for a year and a half with all sorts of committees and testified nu- 
merous times before grand juries and congressional committees and all it has gotten 
him is more problems. The cooperation hasn’t led to any benefit to him . It didn’t 
appear to be in his interest to continue on that basis, to cooperate. 

Now, I don’t know if that was in the context of taking the Fifth Amendment or 
not, but it was just a frustration that he expressed. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Do you recall — did you ever have any discussions with him about dis- 
cussing his clients and work — ^in particular, in discussing work he did for you with 
any investigative bodies? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussion with him about whether or not he 
could disclose an 3 rthing about his clients or just the issue of, you know, whether or 
not he was reluctant to discuss his clients? 

Answer. No. I mean, I think his position is ethically he can’t, without his client’s 
approval, I assume, discuss matters of an attomey/client nature. 

Question. Was it your understanding that he was doing attorney — legal work for 
any of the other clients that he had? 

Answer. I don’t know what he was doing. I don’t know. I am speculating. 

Mr. Joseph. Speculating. 

The Witness. I shouldn’t speculate. 

Generally, when asked questions of an attomey/client relation, it is raised, it is 
the client’s privilege not the attorney. It is nothing he told me. 'That’s just my un- 
derstanding of it. 


examination by ms. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Okay. You had mentioned, in regards to the Safire article, when you 
had a discussion with Mr. Hubbell, that he had said something to the effect of, you 
know, he wished he had made as much as the article said. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall him ever remarking about an 3 rthing having to do with how 
much he made from other clients? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with him whether or not he could disclose how 
much he made from a client? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall him ever — Mr. Hubbell ever venturing an opinion on 
whether or not the amount of money he made from a client, whether or not that 
was privileged? 

Answer. No. 

Question. No, you don’t recall the discussion or, no, you didn’t have such a discus- 
sion? 

Answer. I don’t recall any such discussion. 

Question. Okay. This is a September 6th, 1995, letter to Webb Hubbell from Rob- 
ert Wolfe. It thanks him for his progress report regarding the fellowship. 

Answer. Yes, I see it. 

Ms. Comstock. We don’t have a progress letter regarding the fellowship. Again, 
I will note that the — or perhaps we do. The Bates stamp munbers that we received 
these are 4922 and then 4923— or actually, these came in sequentially and the un- 
dated letter that we previously referred to, which 1 believe was Deposition Exhibit 
No. 16, the letter from Webb Hubbell that is undated, it appears like— I will just 
offer my opinion that it appears that it may be the Webb Hubbell letter regarding 
the fellowship because we didn’t receive any other one and this was the document. 

Mr. Joseph. Which are you referring to? You are just pointing to a document 
which is not the one that I am looking at. 

Ms. Comstock. September 6th, 1995, the previous Exhibit No. 16, which was the 
undated letter from Mr. HubbeU, that I believe you objected to my characterization 
on, these two were produced together simultaneously as 2-012 and 2-013. 

Mr. Joseph. You gave me 2-014. I don’t have 2-102. 

Ms. Comstock. It’s the same letter. 

Mr. Joseph. They are a different letter. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. I am talking about 2-012 right now and 2-013. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK 

Question. Have you seen these letters before, the 2-012, the September 6th, 1995 
letter? 

Answer. I don’t have a copy. Can you give me a copy here? 

Question. This is a letter to you and to Mike Geraghty and Tim Geraghty? 

Answer. I see it, yes. 

Question. Okay. Niunber one in this letter says, attached for yoim records are the 
following, mnnber one, a letter from Webb Hubbell regarding his fellowship. 
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Just putting this letter and the previous letter we were discussing from Webb 
Hubbell in context, does that refrcM your recollection as to whether or not these 
two letters came to you together? 

Mr. Joseph. Well, are these addressed to him? 

Ms. Comstock Yes. This September 6th, 1995 letter, is addressed to Phillips & 
Cohen, which is Mr. Phillips is part of Phillips & Cohen and then his name is on 
&e second line, John Phillips. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. That is you, Mr. Phillips; is that correct? 

Answer. That is corr^. It would appeau- that this is an accurate reference, just 
looking at the documents, makes sense. 

Question. Then number two indicates, my response to Webb Hubbell’s letter, and 
then 2-014 is a September 6th, 1995 letter to Webb Hubbell thanking him for his 
progress report. It is a letter to HubbeU fiem Mr. Wolfe. 

/uiswer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Referencing now — I thought I would just make sure we have all 
of &ese letters as exhibits. 2-013 is already as Exhibit 16. 1 will maJce 2-012 Exhibit 
17 and 2-014 Exhibit 18. 

[Phillips Exhibit Nos. 17 and 18 were marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. In this September 6th, 1995, to Mr. Hubbell from Mr. Wolfe, he indi- 
cates that he still hopM Hubbell would complete the project. In September of 1995, 
was that the thinking of Mr. Wolfe, to your knowledge? 

Answer. Well, I don’t — I can’t speak for Mr. Wolfe. I have read the letter here. 
It certainly wasn’t my thinking. I mean, he might have thought he could transform 
it into some sort of letters from prison or something. I don’t know. But, you know — 
he probably was hoping to get some product from nim. I am just spe^ating. The 
letter speaks for itself. 

Question. The letter says, I would greatly appreciate a timetable from you as to 
when we can expect your article or articles and your thoughts about the journal or 
periodical where we might expect to see them published. 

At this time, do you recall making — ^vou making any efforts to see where anyone 
would be publishing Mr. Hubbell’s articles? 

Answer. I was oi the opinion that there was no possibility that he could produce 
anything that would meet the terms of the grant. 

Question. Okay. And prior to this November 1995 conversation that you had with 
Mr. Hubbell, where you indicated you were going to repay the $45,000, did you have 
anv discussions with Mr. Hubbell about your thoughts mat he was not going to be 
able to do this project? 

Answer. Well, of course, he was in prison. Communications were, therefore, fairly 
limited. I may have just in passing, but in my own mind I didn’t think there was 
any realistic possibility he could do the work. He couldn’t do it in prison. He couldn’t 
write what he was supposed to write. He was no longer qualified to write such an 
article. 

Question. So 

Answer. So I probably didn’t want to just bang him over the head in prison and 
keep harping on this. In my own mind, as I testified to, I didn’t think he had the 
capacity to do this work. 

Question. So in September of 1995, you didn’t think it was going to be feasible 
for Mr. Hubbell from jail to be participating as a distinguished public service fellow; 
is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. You bet. 

If they wanted to change the title to undistinguished, I would have certainly 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with Mrs. Hubbell about these — 
about Mr. Hubbell’s work on this project? 

Answer. Yes, briefly. I think she was of the opinion, I think, obviously from Webb, 
that he had done the work and was siuprised when she learned that 1 repaid the 
money, because he hadn’t done the work. So Webb had obviously told her he had 
done everything that he was supposed to do. 

Question. He had told 

Answer. His wife. 

Question. Mrs. Hubbell, that he had done all the work for the Fund? 

Answer. Yes. She was surprised to learn, when I paid the money back, that he 
had not done the work that he was required to do, which led me to conclude that 
he obviously had told her he had done the work. 



1253 


Question. Okay. And in this undated letter that was previously entered as Exhibit 
16, it says, I have asked my wife to copy the box of documents produced to date 
and send them to you. Again, you have no knowledge of any documents that were 
sent to the Fimd? 

Answer. No knowledge. 

Question. Did you ever discxiss with Mrs. Hubbell any documents that she was 
supposed to prepare or get together to send to the Fund? 

Answer. I don’t recaU my discussion with her. These documents at that point 
would be somewhat useless. 

Question. This is a December 7th, 1995, letter. We have already discussed the De- 
cember 14th check that you forwarfed so we are getting a little out of order here, 
but I wanted to return to this December 7th, 1995, letter that you wrote to Bob 
Wolfe. 

Answer. All right. 

Question. So obviously this was following your conversation with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then when you said you had a discussion with Mrs. Hubbell, was 
that after the discussion with Mr. Hubbell about repaying the loan? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And was it shortly within that time frame after? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did she call you to express concern about your repaying the loan? 

Answer. No. She asked me whether Webb had done the work, and I was taken 
aback by the question because implicit in the question was she thought he had. 
Clearly ne had not. And I said, no, Webb had not done the work. 

Question. And she expressed surprise at that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did she say anything else? 

Answer. She was just very upset, knowing that I paid the money back and that 
it was obviously very painful for me financiaBy to have to pay for his failure to com- 
plete his work. 

Question. Did she indicate whether he had deceived her about the work that he 
had done? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Make any comments to the effect that 

Answer. Nothing more than I have described to you. It was implicit in her ques- 
tion that she thought he had done the work. 

Question. Okay. In the second psiragraph of this December 7th letter, you write, 
I made a personal commitment to the Fund that I would repay the ^ant given to 
Mr. Hubbell if he had not delivered on his commitment or repaid the amount by 
the end of 1995. 

Earlier, I am sorry, in the first paragraph, you had indicated that last fall that 
it had become cleeir that he couldn’t complete the work. Who had he made the com- 
mitment to and who had you talked to about this commitment that you were going 
to repay the money? 

Answer. Oh, I think it was more of a general commitment in my discussions with 
Bob Wolfe, you know, figuring out how to deal with this problem; Webb hadn’t done 
the work that he was paid to do and how we were going to deal with it. I had men- 
tioned, I believe, that if it ultimately came to that I would be the one responsible 
for paying the money. 

Question. Do you know if that commitment was made part of any board minutes? 

Answer. No. 


Question. Or any formal 

Answer. It was an informal commitment. It wasn’t a formal statement that I will 
do this. It was based on my own — my own sense of what was right and my general 
suggestions that I had with Bob. 

Question. Okay. Were you aware, at or around in the fall of 1995, stories coming 
out about Mr. HubbeU’s work that he had done for the L.A. airport? 

Answer. I knew he had done some — as I mentioned, testified earlier, that he had 
the airport as a chent earlier. And I became aware at some point of the issue of — 
this was 1995? 

Question. September of 1995, actually, the L.A. Times had an article about Mr. 
HubbeU’s receiving $24,000 to lobby on LAX airport issues for the City of Los Ange- 
les? 

Answer. I think I was aware of those articles, yes. 

Question. Do you recall ever having any discussions with anyone at the board, 
after hearing about the LAX contract and some other controversy there, about any- 
thing related to your — ^the Fvmd having given money to Mr. HubbeU? 
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Answer. Not specificallv. I mean, we all — we all, obviously, faced the fact that this 
was a very unfortunate development and circumstances here. We had those discus- 
sions on several occasions. I don’t know if it was in connection with the L.A. Airport. 
No, I don’t think they were connected. 

Question. Do you know if in the fall of 1995 there were any discussions about re- 
turning the money as a result of some of the, you know, continued negative publicity 
that Mr. Hubbell was getting? 

Answer. No, absolutely no connection. 

Ms. Comstock. I will make this Deposition Exhibit No. 19. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 19 was marked for identification.] 

B2CAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Again, in the last paragraph, you indicate that he is not in a position 
to return the grant now. Earlier this year, when stories came out that Mr. Hubbell 
had earned somewhere in the neighborho^ of half a million dollars in 1994, what 
was your reaction to that? 

Answer. I was shocked. I had no idea, if those reports were true, that he had 
earned that kind of money. 

Question. Nothing he had ever told you gave you any indication that he was earn- 
ing that kind of money at that time? 

Answer. Nothing. 

Question. Were there any discussions of anybody else reimbursing the Fund from 
any other sources on behalf of Mr. Hubbell, aside from yourself? 

Answer. No. 

Question. This is an undated letter to Mr. Phillips from Mr. Hubbell, which reads, 
(mote, “you have told me you intend to reimburse the trust Fund the $45,000 fellow- 
ship I received.” As we discussed, I am unable to fully complete the parameters of 
the project as outlined and thus you feel obligated to make the Fund whole. I want 
to assiue you and commit to you to pay this amount as soon as I am able. 

Has Mr. HubbeU repaid you in full at this time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How much have you been reimbursed in total of the $45,000? 

Answer. $10,000. 

Question. And would that be a $10,000 check that Mrs. Hubbell gave to you? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. In early 1996? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I am showing the witness a January 24th, 1996, check from Suzanna 
Hubbell to John Phillips frr parti^ll loan repayment. 

I will make this check Deposition Exhibit No. 20. 

This is a January 24th, 1996, letter to you from Suzanna Hubbell. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 20 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. ’The letter from Mrs. Hubbell indicates that they were going to repay 
the debt in its entirety by March 31st, 1996; is that correct, on the thud paragraph? 

Answer. May 1st. 

Question. March 31st? 

Answer. Yes. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you know how you arrived — was that a date that you had agreed 
upon with Mrs. Hubbell? 

Answer. Well, in talking to her, that’s a date that I think they were either going 
to sell the house or — I think it was really geared more towards the sale of the house. 
It was on the market. They might be in a position at that time to pay that. 

Question. Your testimony is that they nave not repaid any^ng other than the 

$ 10 , 000 ? 

.^swer. They have not. 

Question. And what is your arrangement at this time for repayment of the re- 
maining $35,000, plus the, I believe, 7 percent interest on that? 

Answer. Okay. This was — this letter was superseded by that UCC lien on the art, 
which was a secured interest that I have in that art that has a value, if you add 
it up, close to the indebtedness. 

Question. So is that the 

Answer. Right now, that’s my security interest in it. 

Question. Have you discuss^ with them at any time, since the January ’96 pay- 
ments, and the February agreement on the art, how you are going to get additional 
pajrments? 



1255 


Answer. No, I have not. 

Question. Do you have any plans on how you are going to recover the additional 
funds? 

Answer. I think once they gave me the UCC interest in the — security interest in 
the art, that 1 am — I can foreclose and seU the art for what it is worth. I think 
that’s probably my only option. 

Question. Have you had any discussions with Mr. or Mrs. Hubbell about selling 
that art work? 

Answer. I have not. 

Question. Have they made any requests to you not to do so? 

Answer. They have not. 

Ms. Comstock. I will make Mr. Hubbell’s letter to Mr. Phillips Deposition Exhibit 
No. 21, and Mrs. Hubbell’s letter Deposition Exhibit No. 22. 

[Philhps Exhibit Nos. 21 and 22 were marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. I am showing the witness a January 25th, 1996, fax from Manning, 
Marder & Wolfe to John Phillips. Attached is an LA Times news article about Mr. 
Hubbell and your repayment of the $45,000 grant. 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you recall receiving this fax? 

Answer. Yes, I recall seeing the article, yes. 

Question. Did you talk to the reporter on this article prior to it appearing in the 
paper? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. When were you first contacted about this story? 

Answer. Well, several days before it appeared, I believe. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with anybody at the Fund about how you 
were going to respond to the reporter? 

Answer. I am sure I talked to Bob, yeah. 

Question. Did they provide you with any official statements that the Fund wanted 
to make or how they wanted to deal with it? 

Answer. I think the discussions we had, first, was should they say nothing. They 
are not obligated to respond in any way. I think oim conclusion was, you should say 
everything, tell the whole stoiy of how this came about, start to finish. There is 
notiung — it is embarrassing, but there is nothing to hide, and that’s the — that’s 
what we did. 

Ms. Comstock I will make that article Deposition Exhibit No. 23. 

[Phillips Exhibit No. 23 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I just wanted to go through a few of the other employers. I know you 
testified that you generally didn’t know, but I just wanted to name a few of them 
to see if you had any knowledge or had ever heard from Mr. Hubbell in passing ref- 
erences to any of the other employment contracts that have come to the attention 
of the committee and for which we have received documentation. 

Do you know a Jack Willisuns? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who is a lobbyist here in town? 

Answer. Do not. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about Mr. HubbeU doing any work for Pa- 
cific Telesis? 

Mr. Joseph. Are you t alki ng about independent of articles that he has read? 

Ms. Comstock Yes. I am talking about other than news articles that you have 
read. 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Or other than after these stories appeared if Mr. Hubbell has told you 
about anything or if others have told you about anything having to do with his 
work. 

Answer. 1 think my knowledge of these clients that Webb had are pretty much 
from the news. 

Question. Just so 1 am cleeir, if others have indicated to you that, yes, I gave 
Mr. — ^you know, after the stories appeared, yes, I hired Mr. Hubbell, anjdhing like 
that, I am always referring to those types of conversations. 

Answer. Okay. 
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Question. Are you aware of any work that Mr. Hubbell did for Sprint? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any work that Mr. Hubbell did for 
McAndrews and Forbes? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any work that Mr. Hubbell did for Mid- 
America Dairymen? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any work Mr. Hubbell did for Sun Amer- 
ica? 

Answer. Nobody. 

Question. You have testified that you know Michael Berman; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you ever discussed with Mr. Berman any work that he passed on 
Mr. Hubbell’s way from Time Warner? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And could you please tell us what those discussions were? 

Answer. After the fact, Michael Berman is a social friend and when the reports, 
I think, came out that some small amoimt of money had been paid by Time Warner 
and that Michael referred Webb to them, we discussed how he is basically trying 
to do something very innocent, help Webb out as a capable guy, probably could do 
some work for the cflent and that’s what motivated him to do it and how ridiculous 
it was that people were drawing all of these conspiracy connections. 

Question. Did Mr. Berman ever tell you he was upset about when — that he had 
gotten work for Mr. Hubbell prior to his guilty plea and hadn’t known about Mr. 
Hubbell’s problems or hadn’t been described to him to the extent that he felt he 
should have, that Mr. Hubbell should have? 

Mr. Joseph. Is that question clear to you? 

The Witness. Yes. Yes. 

I think, I, in general discussions, I believe he — I believe he does think he was mis- 
led, that he wasn’t straight with hjm, like he wasn’t straight with a lot of people. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. So in your discussions with Mr. Berman, he has indicated that he didn’t 
believe Mr. Hubbell was honest with him? 

Answer. Oh, I don’t know if you could — would characterize it that way. Obvi- 
ously, it has turned out to be — had he known the circmnstances, just as I know — 
I am speciilating again. 

He was obviously upset that — he wasn’t aware of the full extent of his problems 
when he made the recommendation. 

Question. Do you know Ted Stein from California? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Mr. Hubbell signing a contract with Harper Collins 
to write a book? 

Answer. I know he had some book deal that he had, yeah, after — ^long after the 
fact. 

Question. Do you recall when you learned about the book deal? 

Answer. I think when I read about it in some press account. 

Question. So when you had conversations with Mr. Hubbell that you have dis- 
cussed, you know, while he was in jail, he never mentioned that he was writing a 
book or had signed up to write a book? 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, not until it became a matter of public 
record. 

Question. Were you surprised to learn that he had a contract with somebody else 
to write something? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And to this date, has he ever discussed with you ansfthing about that 
book? 

Answer. Not the substance of it so much; that he worked on it and wrote long 
drafts from prison and for whatever reason it wasn’t an acceptable product for the 
publisher. 

Question. Do you know a woman named Lisa Specht from California? 

Answer. Yes, I do. I have known her for many years. 

Question. Can you tell us who she is? 

Answer. She is a lawyer at the Manatt Phelps firm in Los Angeles. I knew her 
before she went to law school many years ago. 
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Question. And do you have any knowledge about her talking to people in the City 
of Los Angeles about paying Mr. Hubbell for his LAX Airport work? 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Question. To your knowledge, is Lisa Specht a Mend of Mickey Kantor? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know how often Ms. Specht sees Mickey Kantor or talks with 
him? 

Answer. I think they stay in touch. When she comes to town, she would usually 
st(m in to see him. 

Question. What is her area of practice, if you know? 

Answer. She worked for Mickey at the firm when he was there doing — ^working 
with city agencies, city governments, mainly City of Los Angeles, county of Los An- 
geles, expediter, loblmst. 

Question. For the City of Los Angeles? 

Answer. No, for chents dealing with the city. 

Question. And to your knowledge, she is a good Mend of Mr. Kantor? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. All right. Do you have any knowledge as to why she would be discussing 
payment to Mr. Hubbell about work he did for the L.A. Airport? 

Answer. I would be speculating if I did. 

Mr. Joseph. Don’t speculate, please. 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Have you discussed with Mr. Kantor any — to this date, work that Mr. 
Hubbell did for the LA Airport? 

Answer. I am sure we have talked about it since it has been in the public news. 

Mr. Joseph. What was the question again? Have you talked to Mr. Kantor? 

Ms. Comstock. Yes. 

The Witness. Yes. At what time frame? 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. At any time to the present, have you discussed with Mr. Kantor Mr. 
Hubbell’s work for the LA Airport? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. All right. And could you describe those discussions? 

Answer. Well, fairly general in nature; that Webb — Webb was doing — he had kind 
of a contract for them, for a specific contract that he was ultimately successful in 
terms of the objective being accomplished and that the city, because of, whatever 
reasons, was not political issues — articles being written wasn’t — hadn’t paid him. I 
remember that’s the first time it surfaced, hadn’t paid him for what he was doing. 
And that's pretty much it. 

Question. Did Mr. Kantor have any knowledge about what Mr. Hubbell was doing 
for the city? 

Answer. You mean the kind of work he did? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Did you ever discuss with Mr. Hubbell the ongoing investigations into 
his various employers and consultants? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You haven’t discussed with him anything — any questions of you or oth- 
ers about his employment? 

Answer. Oh, with me? Yes — mean — thought you meant the others. 

Yes, I have discussed with him some time ago that special counsel requested var- 
ious documents. 

Question. Have you ever discussed with Mr. Hubbell his — any grand jury appear- 
ances that he has made on these matters or other matters under investigation? 

Answer. You mean the substance of what he said? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you had discussions with him about his appearances before the 
grand jury in general? 

Answer. Just that he had been hauled around before many grand juries. That was 
part of his, what he thought, was cooperation. 

Question. Again, in the context of, you know, whether or not he should discuss 
his various employers or things like ttmt, did he ever discuss with you the pros and 
cons of whether he could discuss work he had done for various clients? 
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Answer. No, other than his — at some point, his belief that he could not, consistent 
with attomey/client privilege, discuss any matters. 

Question. All right. Okay. Did you visit Mr. Hubbell when he was in jail — I think 
you indicated you did? 

Answer. Yes, I did. 

Question. Do you recall how many occasions you visited with him? 

Answer. 1 think three times. 

Question. All right. And did you have — were any of those visits after you had that 
November ’95 conversation with him, where you were telling him 

Answer. Yes, one of them. 

Question. And did you have any discussion about the repayment of the loan or 
where you were out on that loan? 

Answer. I don’t think we did. 

Question. All right. Can you tell us what you discussed with him — those would 
be visits in 1996 or one visit? 

Answer. Just life in prison. You know, understand, Webb was a friend of mine. 
He considered me a very good friend. I felt very sorry for his family especially, and 
for Webb. I mean, he is a very likeable guy. He turned out to have serious flaws, 
but he certainly has gone through an ordeal. And it is my view, he was a friend 
before he had his trouble and he is — many people in this town aren’t around when 
somebody is having hard times, and I wasn’t going to be included among them. 

Question. Did you speak with Mr. Hubbell often when he was in jail, too, phone 
calls? 

Answer. He would call periodically. 

Question. And it is the process they reverse the charges to you? 

Answer. I think I gave my number as a number he could call with — ^through the 
prison system, however he md it. 

Question. Did he ever discuss with you any matters related to his law firm or any 
ongoing negotiations he had with his law firm? 

Answer. Well, I think I previously testified back — at the time he was trying to 
resolve the problems, that we had some — ^that we had some general discussions and 
he wanted to submit this to arbitration. 

Question. Did you have conversations with him the previous fall of 1996, before 
he was released sum prison? 

Answer. When? 

Question. In the fall of 1996? 

Answer. You mean did he call me on the phone? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I can’t — ^my guess is he did maybe once a month or so he would call, a 
couple of times. 

Question. Did he ever discuss with you what he was going to do when he got out 
of jail? 

Answer. Yeah. I mean, I talked to him about — how is he going to get his life back 
together, what he is going to do. He had terrible prospects. 

Question. Did he ask you for any help on getting work when he got out of jail? 

Answer. We had some discussions about what he would do and should do, and 
I think I — I was willing to see what I could help him wifh, but my recommendation 
to him in the discussions with him is that he work for some charitable group, non- 
profit ^up. He considered a couple — ^it wouldn’t pay probably more than mi nimum 
wage, but that he should go through a period of i^emption and just give him time 
to step back and think what he is going to do. 

I tmnk I suggested several different groups that I might be able to help him with, 
an AIDS group, a group that works with the homeless and an athletic group that 
works wim inner-city youth, did those sound interesting to him, was there a way 
that I could help him get in touch with those people that run that? 

I mean, WebS has sort of a liability, but this is something that he would be good 
at to get his feet on the ground. He wouldn’t make any money, but it would give 
him an opportunity, then, to see how he could consider what he is going to do with 
the rest of his life. Those are the sum and substance of my discussions with him 
about what he should do. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with any other friends of his, like 
Mr. Cardozo or Mr. Berman or Mr. Kantor about Webb’s post jail employment? 

Answer. Yes, I think Michael Berman, we chatted about what would be good for 
Webb to do. I think we both sort of agreed that some sort of charitable group would 
be best for him. 

Question. Did you ever have any meetings or anything with anybody about what 
to do to help him or anything? 
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Answer. The only time I — ^Michael Berman and Tom Nides and I had a discussion 
once about what possibilities there might be for Webb and we all talked in terms 
of these charitable positions. And nothing ever came of it Webb resdly got on his 
own through some other, I think his lawyer, a job working for this sentence reform 
group where he is — think he is making minimum wage. 

Question. Were you aware of his interest — did you ever heeir about an interest he 
had in doing white collar crime or fraud consulting? 

Answer. Yeah. I think he felt he has learned a lot about that work, especially con- 
sulting on issues about prison, sentencing and the like. I think he — ^thinking 
through to himself, he couldn’t practice law. He lost his license to practice so it 
would be more like paralegal work, working, I assiune, with lawyers. He did raise 
that as something that he, generally speaking 

Question. Were you aware of him contacting any firms or anyone contacting firms 
on his behalf to do that kind of consulting work? 

Answer. Not specifically that kind of work. It may have been with his own lawyer 
that he does white collar work. I am speculating. I don’t know. 

I think there was a thought I always had maybe afterwards that Webb, you know, 
he was a trained lawyer. He could do some paralegal work possibly somewhere 
down the road. Maybe that’s the next sort of transition that he would move to. But 
it never got to any point of any job prospects. I mean, the focus, what I told him 
was I think he really needed to find his charitable position and spend however long 
is necessary to get his feet on the ground. 

Question. Have you seen Mr. Hubbell since his release from prison? 

Answer. Yes. I have seen him on two occasions. 

Question. Okay. Can you teU us when those occasions were? 

Answer. One— once when he — shortly after he was out, about a week, I stopped 
by his apartment and once I went out to see him for lunch where he was worl^g 
out in Alexandria. We had a quick lunch. That was the last time. That was, gee, 
somewhere around February, Januatv/Februaiy. I haven’t seen him since. 

Question. January or February of mis year? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. 1997? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Ms. Comstock. Can we just take a brief recess? I think I am getting close to get- 
ti^ done. 

'fire Witness. Sure. 

[Recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Back on the record. You had indicated that last time you had been in 
touch with Mr. Hubbell was very early this year. Why haven’t you talked to him 
since? 

Answer. Well, several reasons. One, he really, you know, let me down a lot and 

f ut me in a very difficult, and many others in a difficult positions, and the more 
have learned about what has been going on as far as money received, you know, 
he wasn’t very truthful with me, so I feel not so inclined to want to keep up the 
relationship, even though I wanted to stand behind someone in a time of trouble. 
1 felt he didn’t treat me or others properly. 

Secondly, with the ongoing controversy in these investigations, I don’t want to be 
in a position where I am going to constantly be asked about conversations I have 
with the guy, here or anywhere else. 

Question. When you had those conversations, did you tell Mr. Hubbell you felt he 
hadn’t been truthfill with you? 

Answer. Webb has said that, he said 1 am in denial, I was terrible, I exposed one 
of my closest and dearest friends who tried to help me through this whole ordeal 
and what I did was wrong. I mean, he has no excuse and he has misrepresented 
a lot about himself, and Webb is a very appealing guy. He is a very thoughtful, lik- 
able person. He is a terrific father, you know, there eire many, many endearing 
cmalities about Webb. And he has acknowledged that he simply wasn’t facing up to 
the facts of what he had done and he is now accountable for them and he put a 
lot of his friends in the situation of great disruption, expense, embarrassment and 
the Uke, like me. 

Question. Now 

Answer. What can you say when he says that, you know. 

Question. Well, you had indicated, apparently sometime at or around, when the 
Sa&'e article appeeired in October of 19^, that you had a discussion wntii him say- 
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ing he hadn’t made that kind of money. He said he wished he made about half of 
that, which would have been about $125,000? 

Answer. Mind you, this was just a slant passing reference, then we went on to 
something else. We didn’t discuss it. It was something like, boy, I wish I would have 
made that much. 

Mr. Joseph. I want to object. That is not at all accurate as to what the testimony 
is. The transcript will read what it is. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. When you reference — ^when you were both talking about that article, 
was it your impression that he was saying he did not make anything like what was 
represented in the article? 

Answer. Something to that effect. Or he wished he would have made some 
amoimt of money, something like that. And I didn’t ask him what he made, he 
didn’t teU me, I don’t know what he made. 

Question. And at that time, I am trying to understand the progression of when 
he is sort of doing these mea culpas to you, if they are ongoing as new facts coming 
out or if there is some point where he told you everything that he had been mis- 
representing to you to date, or if this is still an ongoing process with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. I have not spoken to him for a considerable period of time. I guess I am 
giving you an impression of various conversations with him over time, in prison and 
the few times I have seen him out of prison. 

Question. And in these conversations, did he indicate to you where he— other than 
bringing people into things, because of, you know, whatever connection they had to 
him, did he indicate any remorse for acts that he had done that had caused that 
to happen? 

Answer. Which acts? 

Question. That he had misrepresented something. 1 mean, you gave him a 
$45,000 — your fiind, in your recommendation, gave hun that $45,000 grant; is that 
correct? 

Answer. It turned out I did. I didn’t plan on it that way. 

Question. And you are still out $35,000 gathering interest at this point? 

Answer. That is correct. 

Question. Now, that had nothing to do with any of these investigations or any- 
thing that you gave him, that grant or an)rthing like that; is that correct? 

Mr. Joseph. When you say he 

Ms. Comstock The fund gave him the grant. 

Mr. Joseph. At the time — 

The Witness. I’m not clear of the question. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Let me back up. The fact that Mr. Hubbell reneged on his agreement 
wi^ you 

Answer. With the fund. 

Question. With the fund? 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. And that you ended up personally paying for that, he has expressed re- 
morse to you about that he failed to live up to those commitments; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And that he is not blaming others for that action? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if your wife continues to be in touch with Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. She does not. 

Question. Are you aware of any contact that Webster Hubbell had with Charlie 
Trie at any time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. Your wife recently interviewed Charlie Trie; is that correct? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or Mr. Ng Lap Seng? 

Answer. No. 

Question. There was a report that she did on the news recently about Mr. Ng Lap 
Seng; is that correct? 

Answer. 

Question, ^e has not met with Mr. Ng Lap Seng? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know the circumstances 
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Mr. Joseph. I object to these questions. These are way off the charts. If you can 
connect these to the investigation. 

Ms. Comstock If we can connect Charlie Trie or Ng Lap Seng to the investiga- 
tion. 

Mr. Joseph. Connect his knowledge about his wife. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. I am asking if you have any knowledge about how your wife, any knowl- 
edge that you have, whether it came from your wife or others, about Mr. Trie or 
Mr. Ng Lap Seng being interviewed on ABC news? 

Answer. She did not interview them. They were interviewed by some producers 
in China who work for ABC. She just packaged the piece and put it on the air. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge as to where Mr. Trie is in China? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You can’t assist the committee in any way in finding Mr. Trie? 

Answer. I think she said in her report, if I remember, he was listed in a hotel 
under his right name in Beijing, so it wouldn’t be hard to find. 

Question, well, the State Department apparently has been having trouble, but 
ABC news is apparently doing a little bit better. But to your knowledge, do you have 
any knowledge of Mr. TVie was ever introduced to you or your wife at any time by 
Mr. Hubbell? 

Answer. Never. 

Question. Have you ever met John Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge about John Huang or any of his fund-rais- 
ing activities? 

Answer. Other than what I read in the press, no. 

Question. Other than what you have read in the press? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Were you aware of Mickey Kantor helping Mr. Hubbell’s son get a job? 

Answer. Well, I am aware of reports to that effect. I don’t know — I don’t know 
what he did. I don’t think he did much, from what I understand. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with Mr. Kantor about that? 

Answer. I mean, we know his son, Walter. We both know him. I think we have 
known Walter since he was 10 or 12 years old. I guess it is just generally the fact 
that someone would help a son 

Mr. Joseph. What is the pending question? 

Ms. Comstock. His knowledge of Mickey Kantor assisting Mr. Hubbell’s son. 

Answer. I don’t have any knowledge of what Mr. Kantor did to assist. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of how Mrs. Hubbell came to get a job at 
the NTRA department? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. HubbeU ever tell you at any time that his law firm was going 
to be filing any additional charges against him in the past couple of years? 

Mr. Joseph. What time frame? 

Ms. Comstock. In the past couple of years. 

examination by ms. COMSTOCK: 

Question. Has he ever told you in the past couple of years of any still outstanding 
charges the firm might file against him? 

Answer. I think there was some time ago, some question about how to resolve re- 
maining issues on the expense items, yes. I vaguely remember something about 
that. He was still trying to work things out with his firm. 

Question. And has his attorney ever been in touch with you about various matters 
as to the consumer support and education fund? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’m sorry, if I could return a little bit to your last conversations last 
time you met, did you leave things — ^how were things left? What were the discus- 
sions you had in your last meetings with him? 

Answer. Well, I had lunch with him, a sandwich at the cafeteria where he was 
working. I can’t recall specifics about it. It was just general, how his life has been, 
that for him it has been a very lonely, difficult time. He is pretty isolated. 

Question. Have you been in touch with Mrs. Hubbell at all during that time 
frame? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. I believe that is aU I have at this time. 

Mr. Joseph. If you could wait one second. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. JOSEPH 

Question. Mr. Phillips, I have very few questions for you, I wanted to thank you 
on behalf of the Democratic members of the committee for the amount of time you 
have given today to have to answer questions from about 10:00 a.m. to, I guess, now 
it is 2:00 p.m., without even a lunch break. 

There are just very few questions that Representative Condit, who is on the com- 
mittee, has asked us to ask all the witnesses who are being deposed, and then we 
will let you go. And really, they are just yes or no questions is all that is required. 

Question. Have you been asked 

Ms. Comstock. I object, the witness can answer more than he wants to yes or 
no, that is his decision. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. JOSEPH: 

Question. Have you been asked by any other official investigative body to testify 
or provide evidence on any of the fund-raising or other matters being investigated 
by this committee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you provided documents to, been interviewed by or given a deposi- 
tion to the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, Department of Justice or Inde- 
pendent Counsel, Ken Starr? 

Answer. Independent Counsel, Ken Starr. 

Question. Have any requests for information by this committee overlapped with 
the requests by other investigative bodies? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you provided documents, information or testimony to this commit- 
tee that you have previously provided to other investigative bodies? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you received any requests to provide documents to be interviewed 
or deposed in the niture by any other investigative body? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Can you estimate how much of your time you have spent in responding 
to requests from this committee for testimony and information or documents? 

Answer. Well, 4 or 5 hours in preparation for this over the last several weeks, 
plus today. 

Question. And any additional time with regard to testimony, information or docu- 
ments prior to preparation for this deposition? 

Answer. You mean other than this committee. 

Question. No, for this committee, but with regard to the producing of documents? 

Answer. No, that is pretty much it. 

Question. Okay. Have you taken time from your job in responding to the matters 
of &e committee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you or your employee incurred expenses in responding to the de- 
mands from this committee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Has this committee offered to reimburse you for your time or your ex- 
penses? 

Answer. I haven’t submitted a bill yet. No, no, they haven’t. 

Question. Would you seek reimbursements from the committee for your expenses 
related to this investigation? 

Answer. If there is a mechanism available, I will utilize it. 

Mr. Joseph. Mr. Phillips, thank you very much. 

The Witness. You’re welcome. 

Ms. Comstock. I had a few more questions. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK 

Question. Has Mr. Hubbell — I think we established earlier Mr. Hubbell has not 
fully repaid the $45,000. Has he offered to reimburse you for any cost you have in- 
cvured as a result of any of these matters that have been investigated? 

Answer. No. 

Question. AU right. And I think we have gone over this, I just want to double 
check. Is there anybody else besides Mr. Cardozo and Mr. Berman that you dis- 
cussed Mr. Hubbell’s employment, as well as other consulting arrangements that he 
had 

Mr. Joseph. We have been here for 4 hours. 

The Witness. I don’t know what more I can add. 
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EXAMINATION BY MS. COMSTOCK; 

Question. Other than the people you have testiiled to, are there others you dis- 
cussed his 

Answer. His emplojonent? 

Question. Any employment that he had. 

Answer. Not that I can recall. 

Ms. Comstock. Okay. Thank you. We can go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 2:08 p.m., the deposition was adjourned.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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onsumer Support and Education Fund 

1066 Wett Seventh Stzeet, 34th Axe 
lot Ao^kf . Cilttamt* 60017 


(& wotr« 


April 7, 1994 


B.: Buttkll . 
eCOth Etreat, 

toii, txj 20016 


Hr. HtjUban 


Distinguished Public Ssrvsnt Fsllowship 


I wss JVSIJ 

mtly on tk 
luAiestina i' 
(BsendeelorL 
.tical snvl^ 

Vs 4t IcSE: 
Initially ]: 
IS ‘action a: 
'und p^Jacj' 
lea and 'thli 
:itutloiLS. ! 


I plesmd to have ths opportunity to speak to you 
tslephOM and to leazn of your intai^Mt in 
xi a I'aigaa: fnrua your Insights, erj^isnces and 
about the value of publlo ssrvioa In the ourrent 
Kmment. 

are a California publlo banafit oorporatioa which' 
undsd, frost prooeeda froM tha settlsman^ of aajer 
jit involving California contuoera. dur silssion ia 
js which Inoreasa publlo sMsrsnaaa of conauaar 
jh' prdaota the effeotivansca of publlo and prlvata 


Our Artlolss of inooxporation statai 


•M. ; 
this ^rpe 
suppouft ti 
of approai 


ocosplalnt 
fallovshli 
other ! aai 
hearings.* 

3 • 1 
by gran' 
corporatii 


jrants, 

rations. 


[Tba spaoifio and prlmery purposa for whleh 
ration is oreated, la, aoong othar thl^a, to 
a Interssta of oonauaers through a vida range 
ihas which nay inoiuda tha disseualnatloa of 
Infocastion, establlshBant of a oonsuaar 
centar or olearlnghouss, establlshsent of 
S for work on oonaustar Issuaa In scadsalo or 
tings, and partloipation . in adainlstxativa 
laglalativs advocacy or litigation. 

Tha oorporetlbn say aid, support and assist. 


oontrlbutions 


otharwisa. 


■ trust#, ooaaaunity cdissts, 
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Consumer Support and Education Fund 

Vebatar B. Eubball 

Ra: Oi«tlnouiah«d Fublla Sarvont Fallowthlp 
April 7, 1994 
Faga 3 


foundatlona duly organized and operated exclualvaly for 
charitable purpoeea within tha meaning of Section 
501(a)(3), or for tha promotion of aoclal welfare 
within the meaning of Section SOI (c)(4) and not 
organized or operate lor profit or the prlvata gain of 
any person.* 

Thera Is no greater ‘oonsumer* Issue than the value of the 
services received by tha American public from their public 
offlolale. 

Your Interest parallels our recant discussions at CSEF about 
establishing a public service fellowship to enable persona who 
have recently left govemaent service to taka a hard loo]c at 
their experlsnoa before they again immerse themselves In prlvata 
life. We would hope to contribute to tha publlo discourse fay 
sponsoring e series of articles to make oonstruotlve policy 
recoirmandations based upon actual , practical experlsnoa. 

Ua would hope that such an article or artloles would be 
publtehed In e Journal or newspaper of wide publlo circulation or 
among pairtlcularly affected grmpa Ilka academics, Journalists, 
public officials, buslnaaepaopls and public Interest 
organizations. 

We envision such a fellowship under tha following terms and 
condition) 

(1) a project for the duration of three months or Ita 
equivalent over time, 

(2) a monthly stipend of 019,000 (which sum would Include 
all necessary expenses for office and travel, etc.), 

(3) leas any payments actually received from any Journal or 
periodical In which tha article la published. 

(4) parlodlo reports (perhaps monthly) on ths scope and 
progress of the fsllowahlp work. 

You mentioned on tha telephone that you have a pazrtloular 
Interest In encouraging citizen participation In govammant and 
In enhancing the Image In which public service Is held. You are In 
on outstanding position, given your recent service at tha Justice 
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Consumer Support and Education Fund 


Nabator H. Kubball 

SOI Dlatlngulahed Publlo Servant FallovihXp 
April 1 . 1994 
Page 3 


Department to contribute your inalghta and judgment. Certainly, 
any aubmiasions by you would gamer uidaipread viaibillty and 
would advance our purpoeea of promoting national debate and 
dispelling unfounded cyniclen about public Ufa. 

We look forward to any written response from you which 
should contain a formal proposal. Including any euggeatlone or 
Bodlflcatlone which you may have to better serve the above- 
described purposes. Assuming this latter and your reply set 
forth acceptable terms, the board antlcipataa a prompt response 
to act upon the proposal, 

1 will be in Washington, D.C. from approslBately April 18 
through April 26 of this month. Should your schedule permit, Z 
and possibly some other board eaabere would be delighted to 
paraonally meet with you to further diacuss these mattara with 
you. 

you may call me at (213) 891-9100, art. 333 if you have any 
further quaatlons or if I cen be of any additlonel aaalatanoe. 

Again, Z an vary pleased to have apokan with you and to have 
the opportunity on behalf of CSKf to work with you in the future. 


Vary truly yours. 



Robert S.l4(0lfe 


RSW/lO 
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UlS IMi Street, N.W. 
Washiafton, D.C 2003< 

Tel: 2a2^»-1780***Fas 202-429-0025 


April 12, 1994 


Mr. Robert S. WoUe 
Consumer Support and Etiucation Fund 
1055 West Seventh Street 
24tb Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90017 


Distinguished Pnbllc Service Fellowship 


Dear Mr. Wolfe: 

Thank you for your letter of April 7 following on our telephone conversation of 
last week. I would be pleased to accept a feUowship based on the terms and 
conditions outlined In your letter. This opponum'ty would enable me to reflect on 
my experience in public life while sorting out the Section I should in the 
private sector. 

As suggested in your letter, I would propose the following: 


1. The project's duradoo be for three months or its equivalent over time. 

The project could be extended by mutual agreement of the parties. 

2. I would receive a monthly stipend of $15,000 (which sum would include all 
necessary expenses for office, travel, etc.) 

3. The monthly stipend would be reduced or reimbursed 1^ payments actually 
received from any journal or periodical in which artldea are published. 

4. I will provide monthly progress repons to the Fund on the scope and 
progress of (he work. 
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Althou^ tbe scope and direction of the project is just beginning to be developed, 
I would envision, that st least the project would include the development of a 
series of articles encouraging public service despite the Intense personal scrutiny 
an individual must endure during this time. I envision drawing on my own 
personal experience from my Initial days at the Department of Justice until my 
departure So much empbatis has been placed on the negative aspects of public 
service I belierve that I can through a series of articles articulate the positive 
aspects of public service, while being realistic about the realities of public service 
to^. Other Ideas that should be explored as pan of the project are the regional 
impediments to public service in Wa^ogton whether the President’s new 5 
year ban on lobbying places significant new limitations on public service. 

I hope this letter response is sufficient for the Board to consider this proposal I 
would welcome the opportunity to visit you and other Board members next week 
to further discuss this and other matters. If you need further information please 
call. 


Sincerely, 




Webb HubbeU 


WHAtis 
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MINUTES OF MEHING OF 80ARD OF DIRECTORS OF 
CONSUMER SUPPORT AND EDUCATION FUND 
April 13. 1994 

(Via Telephone Conference Call) 


Pursuant to written waiver of notice and consent lo holding of special 
meeting as required by Article II. section 1 1 of the corporotlon's Bylaws, signed by oH 
the directors ond filed In the corporate Minute Book, the Boord of Directors of 
Taxpayers Against Fraud convened on April 13. 1994. at 2:15 p.m. PST, via telephone 
conference call. The following directors were present; 

Robert S. Wolfe, chair 
Dr. Peter Budettl 

leonord Jacoby, Esq. was obsent but forwoided his proxy to the chair. 

John R. Phillips, Esq. participated In his role os counsel to the boord. 

The boord adopted the minutes from the previous meeting of December 4, 

1993. 


Mr. Wolfe presented the attached financial surrmarv prepored by the Fund's 
accountant. Michael K. Geroghty, which reflected the funds on hand ond which 
reflected a current cosh balance of the fund of $535,400.00. 

Dr. Budettl notified the board of his desire lo be ploced on inactive stotus due 
to a prospective legislative assignment In the field of health core reform. Dr. Budettl 
moved the nomination of Tracy Westen to serve as a new board member. Dr. 
Budetti's motion wos seconded by Mr. Wolfe ond adopted by the board. 

Mr. Wolfe presented o proposal to the board involving the Initlotlon of a 
distinguished public sen/lce fellowship to enoble persons who have recently left 
government service to write a series of orticles about their governmentol 
experiences and to make specific policy recommendotions on such public service. 
The board members reviewed correspondence between Mr. Wolfe and Mr, Webster 
H. Hubbell. who recently hod left governmentol service with the United Stotes 
Department Of Justice Deportment. The boord speciflcolly discussed o proposal 
which hod been submitted by Mr. Hubbell. 

Mr. Wolfe Informed the boord thot Mr. Jocoby had discussed the Hubbell 
proposal with him and that he had expressly tendered his proxy to consent to the 
proposal. 



I 
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Upon motion by Mr. Wolfe, the boatd agreed to owotd Mr. Hubbeil the Fund's 
first “Distinguished Public Service Fellowship' with the following provisions: 

1 . Mr. Hubbeil shall prepare an orticle or series of ortlcles on public service, 
which articles would draw from his own personal experiences at the Deportment of 
Justice until his recent departure. Such an article or articles would moke 
constructive reconvnendatlons about public service In the current political 
otmosphere and under the current regulotions offecfing public servonts. 

2. Mr. Hubbeil shall use his best efforts to ensure that these articles receive 
widespread attention end circulation among offected groups such os academics, 
Journollsts, public bfficiois, business people and public Interest organizations. 

3. The project shall be for a minimum of three months or Its equivalent over 
time, with a possibility of on extension by mutual ogreement between the board 
and Mr. Hubbeil. 

4. Mr. Hubbeil shall receive o rrronthly stipend of $15,000. which sum would 
Include all necessary expenses for office, travel, etc. 

5. Mr. Hubbeil shall reimburse the Fund for ony poyments which he 
actually received from ony lournol or perlodicol In which the ortlcles were to be 
published. 

6. Mr. Hubbeil shall provide monthly progress reports to the Fund about the 
scope and progress of his work. 

Mr. Wolfe reported to the boord about discussions which he had with Timothy 
Geroghtv and Diane Geroghty about consolldoting the Fund's bookkeeping ond 
accounting tasks with a single outside service. Such a consolidation would promote 
efficiency ond, according to the accountonts, could be occompllshed ot no 
Increased expense to the Fund. The board authorized Mr. Wolfe to orronge for o 
transfer of such functions to the Fund's current accountonts. 

With deep regret, the boord accepted Dr. Budettfs request for o leove of 
absence and placed Dr. Budettl on inoctlve stotus until Jonuory 1. 1995. Dr. Budetti 
will not portlclpote in any board activities or decisions during that time, but will reMn 
the board on Jonuory 1. 1995 ond resume his functions through the end of his term. 

The meeting was adjourned ot 2:45 p.m. 



2 
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Consumer Support end Education Fund 

loss Wm( SewBith S<7Mt. 24th Floor 
Lo* Anaelet, CaMrola 00017 


Baud orTniatMO 
P*lirBud*m 
Lfiox^ftitl Jtcobv 
Rob«rt S. Wolft. a»lr 


April IS, 1994 


Wobstar K. Hubbell 
3843 MacComb Straat, 
Washington, DC 20016 


Rai Dlstinguishad Public Sarvant Fallowshlp 

Dear Hr, Hubbell, 

The board of Consuoar Support £ Education Fund nat on April 
13, 1994. Aaortg othar Itama on the agenda was the conlarral of 
our first *01atlngulahad Public Sarvloe Fellowship. * in this 
connection, the board discussed snd consldsred our recant 
corraspondaruse. Including the detailed proposal In your letter of 
April 12, 1994. 

I aa estxaawly plsasad to Inform you that the board accepted 
your proposal under the terms and conditions as outlined In your 
letter. 

We look forward to your continuing contribution to public 
service through the serlas of articles which yon intend to write. 
Wa also look forward to the process of working with you on thsae 
articles In whatever capacity we can servo. 

We will be contact with you shortly to discuss any necessary 
logistical details and to gat this venture underway. 

Again, our warmest regards on what we hope will be a very 
sstlsfylng esperienoe for you and for tha larger audience to' 
which you wllb speak. 


Very truly yours, 

C0> ^<;SUPPORT 4 EDUCATION FUND 



exhibit 


Robert S./Wolf« 
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(SIO) «77-50«l 

APR. 29. 1974 

ACCOUNT NUHIER 



CityNational 
W ^Bank 


OLYMPIC PLA2A OFFICE 


CONSUMER SUPPORT AND 

EDUCATION FUNO FA 99 E 

10951 WEST PICO OLV0.3RO. FL. 

LOS ANOELES. CA. 900A< 1 5 

S-002A81S 


NCEO A HOHC MORTGAGE LOAN* 

TIKE TO REFlNANCEt 

AT CITY NATIONAL, IT'S AS EASY AS ONE. THO. THREE- 
PLEASE SEE YOUR MORTCACE LOAN REPRESENTATIVE FOR DETAILS. 
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Webster Hubbeli. 

1215 STREET, N.W. 

WASHINGTON, O. C. 20036 

(202) ■«2tt>i760 
FAX (202) A2S>0025 


May 18. 1994 


Mr. Robert S. Wolfe 
Consumer Support and Education Fund 
1055 West Seventh Street, 24th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Distinguished Public Service Fellowship 


Dear Bob: 


I write to give you a progress repon on the scope and progress of my work. I also 
again thank you and the Board for this opportunity, llus chance to take a hard 
look at my public service experiences before I am immersed in private life is 
extremely valuable. I hope through the planned series of articles it will also be of 
considerable value to the public. 


Over the past month I have been able to accomplish the following: 

1. I assembled and organlaed my papers, notes, reports and other documents 
from the Justice Department. 

2. lam recreating a written history of my public service and the issues I faced 
and the value I received from each service. 

3. I am assembling documentauon of perceived "impediments' to public 
service such as the legal and ethical restrictions on individuals after they 
leave federal service. 


I have started a series of interviews of individuals who joined or considered 
joining the Clinton Administration. I have also been assembling articles 
that have been written by individuals about why they left public service. 

For example, Senator Boren just wrote an article on why he was luring 
the U.S. Senate to be President of the University of Oklahoma. 
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S. I have staned outlining and writing somewhat random thoughts and ideas 
about public service with the hope that I will be able to assemble these 
thoughts into the planned series of articles. 

1 have also been exploring what we discussed earlier the concept of regional 

impediments to public service in Washington. I hope to give you a more defini- 
tive report on this next month. In the next month I hope to accomplish the 

following: 

1. To develop a chrunoiogy of my work at the Justice Department and begin 
to organize and document my recollection of certain historic events. 

2. To complete my history of public service and to start to analyze how 
certain significant issues I dealt with have evolved today. 

3. Complete the assembly of documentation of legal impediments to public 
service. 

4. To continue my series of interviews of people in the Clinton Administra- 
tion, and to expand the interviews to other administrations. 

5. To complete the outlines of the series of articles and to at least have rough 
drafts of the articles. 

6. To visit with potential sources of publication of these articles to discuss 
format, etc. 

7. To begin to formulate constructive policy recommendations based on mine 
and other's experiences. 


1 look forward to visiting with you soon on this project, and as we discussed I 
would be pleased to come visit with you about the scope and its progress. Should 
you have any questions please call, and again thank you and the Board for this 
rewarding opportunity. 


Sincerely, 



Webb HubbeU 


WH/kds 


004 913 
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Consumer Support and Education Fund 

SIS So. Figuciu St., ISth Floor 
Ids Angeles, CiSlotnia 90071 
(2131624-6900 


BoerdofTrusteei 
ItoMti Jtctir 
Trtcf Wetrai 
HobertS. Wollt. Cbtir 


May 20, 1994 


Webster H. Hubbell 
1215 19th Street. N.W. 

Washington, DC 20036 

Re: Distinguished Public Servant Fellowship 


Dear Webb, 

Thank you very much for your progress report on your fellowship and the contribution 
you are making to the public dialogue on government service. Pursuant to the agreement with the 
CSEF board, I am enclosing a check for the second installment of the monthly stipend. 

On a personal note, I successfully navigated a change in my law firms and have now 
joined with two of my good friends, Steve Matming and John Marder in a new venture which we 
are going to call "Manning, Marder & Wolfe." After six weeks, we have twenty attorneys and 
are still growing. For your information, I’m enclosing an article which recently appeared in the 
“California Law Business" about our firm. G’n> anonymous partner who was quoted at my 
former firm.) 

Your letter alludes to the possibility of a visit. I strongly reiterate your invitation to stay 
at my Manhattan Beach house. Please feel free to take me up on it. Were such a visit in the 
cards, we'd greatly appreciate if you'd have an opportunity to stop by our law firm to share some 
of your experiences with our attorneys. I think you'd find us an energetic lot who would be a 
good audience and who would take much from the experience. 

I'm glad that this is working well for you and I look forward to seeing you again in the 
very near future. Best regards to your family. 

Sincerely, 


Bob Wolfe 


exhibit 
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(SIO) «77-SO<l 



CiiY National 
BANK 


OLYMIC ^LAZA OFFICE 


CONSUKEE SUPFOET AND 
EDUCATION FUND 

lOtSl WEST PICO ILVD.SRO. FL. 
LOS ANGELES* CA. FOOAA 


s s 

5-002577A 


NCEO A MOMC HOATOACI lAAN* 

TIHE TO RCFlNANCCt 

AT CITY MATIONAL. 1T«S AS EASY AS ONE. THO, TMACE. 

PLEASE SEE TOUR MORTOAOE LOAN REPRESENTATIVE FOR DETAILS. 


HONEY HARRET INVESTHENT ACCT. BUSINESS 


REDITSi REFERENCE OR 
^ DEPQStT MUMSfR 

9S« 

CHI INVESTHENTS 
CNl INVESTHENTS 


DATE 

ported 


SAFCREEPO . 
HONEY MTS. 


AMOUNT 

S.412.0A 


REFERENCE OR 
PEPOStT NUM8FR 


DATE 

mm 




DEilTSi • REFERENCE OR*,r.:?'DA7E 

CKtCE HVIUM-^ 

•• UA2 r SS>04 


05-02 

es-os 

05-05 

05-51 


AMOUNT 

550^000.00 

140.21 

550»000.00 

501.02 


r** ^ AHOUNT 

' 5.000.00^ 
-''15.000.00 


REFERENCE OR 
CHECK NUHlfR 


DATE 

PAID 


AflOVHT 
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(SIO) «77>S0<1 


City National 
BANK 


JUN.S0.197< 


OLVKfIC PLATA OFFICE 


ACCOUNT NUHIEK 



CONSUREft SUPPORT AND 

EDUCATION FUND FA 77 E 

lOtSl WEST PICO ILVO.SRO. FL. 

LOS ANCELES. CA. 700i4 5 A 

5>002A02A 


»::9 A Kcp.: hcktoace loan? 

TINE TO KCFINANCEt 

AT CITY NATIONAL. tT<$ AS EASY AS ONE. THO. THREE. 

PLEASE SEE TOUR HORTOAOE LOAN REPRESENTATIVE FOR DETAILS. 


HONEY MARKET INVESTMENT ACCT. RUSINESS 


AUTOHATTC CREDITS. 


DATE 

PQSIEO 


AHQUHT 

CNI INVESTHENTS SAFEKEEPO DS>17 550,OCO.SO 

INTEREST V... OS-50 77.S0 


PgtTTSi REFERENCE OR 
• CMg« MUai^ 

; 10«4 

lOAIN- - . 


DATE 

.• PATB 

04*1S 

0<>0< 

0<«U 


AMOUNT 

1.594. 00 
S.OOO.OO 

1. 274.00 


REFERENCE OR 

CHECK HVnsa 


DATE 

PAtP 




■hEHTS honey MKTS 04-17 


CONSUMER SUPPORT AND EDUCATION FUND 

imt w. PCO OLVQ. »0 M. 

LOO «MCiU0. MOM 


amount 


1050 


PAY 

T©t«| 

o«9faeY._ 


V«btf r HubbtU 


-I ^ 15,000.01 


Flft««n T>ia\ii*nA anrf 00/100- 


■ N CityNationai.Bank 


Monehlv Sglp«w<< f»12 
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H’E ■. jRK rr.iES OP-ED zctobep - 

Essay 

WILLIAM SAFIRE 


The Asian Connection 


VaSHINCTCN 
On April i:. 1253. .Associate .Attor- 
.ney General '.Vepsier Hubbeii re- 
ceivea a call from tne inOonesian 
businessman James Riaav. a lormer 
Client, ana (tie Arkansas fawver ana 
Clinton golting panner Mark Crat- 
myer Botn men nad. a montn before, 
been seen m Indonesia's Ease Timor, 
a iKtman-nfhts heUhole. 

Hubbell's lo| shows Riadv called 
again the next day. this time from 
the Washington number 456-2684. 
Tlut IS the Office oi Presidential 
Personnel, then supervised by Bruce 
Lindsev. Clinton coniidentiai aide. 

James Riadv is tne son oi Moentar 
Rlady. me ethnic Chinese at me need 
of me Lippo Group, a 66 billion con- 
glomerate wim great commercial 


. Clinton, Hubbell 
and the Riadys. 


sad political influence thRNighout 


.Aggressive puiiine mildlv 
“hree montns aeiore :ne Riaovs 
'nan Huanc mtroouceo .tfr Cimeon to 
.: aoutn Korean masnaie wno maoe 3 
:2S0.b60 coniriDuiion to me Demo- 
crau tnrougn a suosidiary or a Souin 
Korean corporation. 

Sucb a cootnbution is clearly 
agamst the law. wmeh finance chief 
Roaen admits; only when The Los 
Angeles Times began asking about it 
was the duaner million nastily given 
back. Thus, for ihe first time, s Pres- 
ident of the U.S. was personally in- 
volved in tne solicitation oi a maior 
illegal contribution, but tne Demo- 
crauc Finance Committee nas not 
had one call on mis Irom tne Federal 
Election Commission. 

If foreigners want to slip U.S. poll- 
tictans "soft money." the best con- 
duit IS a U3. citoen or a resident 
ailca. One of the largest Democrauc 
caotrtbutleiis — lOSJOO — is from 
aa IndofMstaQ gardener named Aricf 
Vinandtneta. a green<ard holder no 
longer in the 17.5. whose wife's fa- 
ther helped run several Lippo ven- 
ures for the Riadys. 

The Riadys gained much face m 
Indonesia m IM). helping the Clinton 


tah Hubbell and aiaun knnr the 
smU. During the mo's, the 
fUadys held an tnierest with the Lit- 
tle Rock financier Jackson Stephens 
in the Climon-fnendly worthen 
Bank- Which retaued lawyer Web- 
ster Hubbell. 

thinng me 1W2 race for PresidenL 
James Riatfy and fus wife oveitfy 
«“mb uted close to SOOjim In "soft 
w the Democrauc cam- 
P**Bn. The Democrauc finance 
chairman. Mamn Rosen, tcils me he 
was informed that Rlady employee 
John Huang ''helped a lot in raWng 
money m 'n.'' 

The Riadys were then able to boast 
of placing (heir man in a position of 
influence m the Clinton Admmmra- 
iion. Mr, Huang. 46. was named Dep- 
uty Asautant Secretary of Com- 
merce for International Economic 
Policy. Just before taking thts fob. 
Mr. Huang was paid almost a million 
^bUars m salary, bonus and sever- 
MKc from the Lippo Croup. STgg.TSO 
from Hip Hing Holdings, operator of 
a parking lot n Los Angeles owned 
by tne Riadys. 

Mr. Huang left the Commerce Oe- 
panment late last vear (o become a 
c-2»r?r3.'ini me Oemocranc ri- 
nance Committee. Presiocnt Clinton 
Ptsiseo '-my langome fncod Jote 
Huang" on Jglv 21 IM6. for tits 


abdscs in East Timor: a 1M4. as an 
Asian conference was u be held in 
ladonesu's r»pit»i they were eager 
to impress China's leaders wim their 
American influence. Ageio they 
lunied to Webster HubbeU. 

By that tune, the Asmctaie Aitor- 
ney General who had loyaily kept 
Whitewater flics tuddeo m his base- 
cnem had quit Justice because he was 
about to bo indicted for defrauduig 
lav cUenoL Who would hire a man 
facing nuoaDon at a tunc when his 
sUcoce was goMcn to the Clintons? 

T1» Riadys did I’m loM that be- 
tween resignauDn and indictment, a 
Lippo afflUaie paid Hubbell over 
S2SCM0. He went to Indonesia for 
them m October 1994. 

One montn later, at a conlerence m 
Jakarta. Indonesia, mat included 
China's Jiang Zenun. President Clin- 
ton surprised U.5. Embassy offlclals 
by holding a private meeung wim 
James Rlady. This duly impressed 
-Asan leaders who put great weight 
OB connections m hign places. 

CUnmn's foreign comnbutors are 
coming through for him in this cam- 
paign. Does Hubbeii. his lip upped m 
laiL e.tocct to be sprung before his 
"mer win he inen oe msoe tmanciai- 
:y wnote oy me Clinton Asian coiuiec- 
tioo7 "Sebeoy's promtseo me a 
dans chmf." the lelOD insisted at a 


EXHIBIT 

// 
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Webster Hubbell 

i2is STAcer, n.w. 

WASHINGTON. O. C. 20036 

(202) 429*176 0 
fAX (202) 429*002S 


September 12, 1994 


Robert S. Wolfe, Esq. 

Manning, Mader & Wolfe 
515 South Figueroa Street 
15tb Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90071 

Distinguished Public Service Fellowship 


Dear Bob: 

I write to give you a further progress report on the scope and progress of my 
worlc. I want to continue to thank you and the Board for the opportunity for me 
to take a hard look at my public service experience and give me time before I got 
immersed in private life to reflect on public service and where 1 should devote my 
energies in the future. I have been able to complete the following tasks as part of 
the fellowship. 

1. I have completed my assembly and orgaruzation of my papers, notes, 
reports and other documents from the Justice Department. 

2. I have created a chronological history of my public service at the Justice 
Department and a chronology of my public service prior to joining the 
Justice Department. I have also focused on some of the issues I faced and 
the value I received from each service. 

3. I have completed the assembling of the documentation of perceived 
impediments to public service such as legal and ethical restrictions on 
individuals after they leave federal service. 

4. I have completed interviews of certain individuals who joined or considered 
joining the Ointon Administration. I have also continued to assemble 
articles that have been written by individuals about why they left public 
service. I hope to be able to interview Jean Hanson and Roger Altman 
because of their visible involvement in the Clinton Administration and the 
last congressional hearings to get their thoughts and ideas. 


2 EXHIBIT 
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5. I have finally prepared a rough draft of an outline for a series of four 
articles. I have rough drafted the first three. I hope to complete the 
fourth and then to have you and others look at rough drafts for comments. 
Once those rough drafts and outlines are completed I also hope to begin to 
discuss with you and others the possibility of the most appropriate forum 
for publication. 

1 still owe you a trip to California to discuss this and other issues. I look forward 
to hearing from you. 


Sincerely, 

Webb Hubbell 


WH/kds 
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Webster Hub bell 

121$ ISVM STACCT, N.w. 
WASHINCrON; O. C. 20036 

(202) A26-I260 
fAX (202) 426-002S 


November 18, 1994 


Robert Wolfe, Esq. 

Manning, Marder & Wolfe 
515 S. Figueroa Street 
I5th Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90071 

Distinguished Public Se rvice Fellowship 


Dear Bob: 

This letter will provide you a further update on my work as part of my public 
service fellowship. First of all I again thank the Foundation Board for its support 
and this opportunity. 1 have fully been able to complete my work of assembling, 
cataloguing all my hies, interviews with other public servants, research into 
historical figures, etc. necessary to write a series of articles on why people should 
enter public service. More importantly, this fellowship allowed me time to think 
about where 1 wanted to go in the future and how to get there. An abrupt 
departure from public life can cause confusion and missteps unless there is help 
from foundations like yours. 

Although i have spent more than the equivalent of three months of time toward 
this entire project, it is still incomplete. I continue to work on the ultimate 
product of this fellowship -- the publication of a series of articles on why 1 still 
believe that my public service was worth the price. The project is incomplete for 
two reasons, first • continued calls for further congressional inquiry testimony, etc. 
as well as the work of the Special Prosecutor continues to evolve the story. 1 do 
believe it will become more interesting. I also believe that the continued devel^-. 
ment of the story will make it more interesting and more likely to be published** 
Of less importance has been my indecision about the format that the articles 
should take. I am finally set on the format, but would appreciate your thoughts.'^ 
have enclosed the draft of the introductory article. ^ 


exhibit 
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^|7rnr*lthough the final product is not complete aod I have spent more than 3 
months to finish the article, it wilt be more interesting and will accomplish the 
initial goals of the fellowship. The Board has my a»urance that I will continue to 
work on this project until completion. 

Please call or write with your thoughts. 


Sincerely yours. 



Webb Hubbell 


WH/kds 

Enclosure 
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^kiilips Sc Ooken 
AiiomeTS Law 

21 Dupont Circle, N.W., Suite 300 
^Vaskinston, D.C. 20056 

Telecopier 

:2) 833.4S67 (202) 833-1815 

■fo'. prn 

l», J^tU/Ur 

/L* ^ S-t^r ' 
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This FfNAKCING STATEMENT is presented to a Filing 
OfTtcer for filing pursuant to the Uniform Commercial 

Code. 

If to be filed with Recorder of Deeds indicate Tax Parcel 
No.fs> 

No. of additioQal sheets presented. ' 

parties 

PARTIES 

Debtor (or Assigoor) and mailing address: 

Secured ParTy(ies) and address: 

Suzzana W. Kubbell 

John R. Phillips 

AMI mmmmm 



Debtor (or Assignor) and mailing address: Assignee (if any) of Secured Parryfies) vid address: 


This stifcmcoi is fitcd wiihout (h< DsMor's ii|iatur< to ftrhct s sccunry 
interest io coiUterai (cheek X in sppllcoM* bos((S)) 
o .Mready subject tt a seeuriiy interest in amihcf jurttdietioti when it was 
brought into this State. 

o Already subject to a security inemsi in ameter jurisdiction when the 
Debtor's location chan|ed into this State. 

O Which is proceeds of (he orifinal collaKral described below in which a 
security' interest is perfected. 

□ .Acquired after achart]e of name, ideniiry or corporate struaure of Debtor. 
Q As to which the Aiinf has lapsed. 


Special Types ct Partiu (ebtek X ia applicable boz(es}) 

O The Kims 'Debtor* and “Secured ^aiiy* mean 'Lessee* & 'Lessor' 
D The temis 'Debtor* and 'Secured Party* ntean 'Consifnee* and 
*Coniitnbr' 

o Debtor is a Trannioing Utility. 

Q Debtor »nin| in tcpicsemativc capacity (c.t.. as ausiee). 


Filed With: 


Prepared By (Name artd Addrua); 


By: 

Signature of Secured Pany(iei) - 

(rcduired onlv if it em is checked) Q Oteck to itbueit Coniiniiaiion Staiemeni notice for additional fts. 

This Financing Statement covers the following types (or items) of property: Check only if applicable: □ Products of collateral art also covered. 

10 lithographs 1 etching by J. Friedlaender 

1 vfoodcut I Gorman ceramic vase 

3 serigraphs 3 sil)c screens 

1 paintirg by K. Oahmen j book containing 4 etchings by T. McKnight 

If (he eollateraJ is crops. ch« crops ire growing or to be grown on the following desenbed real esute; 


If the collateral is (a) goods that are or are to become Tihrures; (b) umber to be cue or(c) minerals or die like (including oil and gas) or accounts 
resulting from the sale thereof ai the wellhead or minehead. the description of the real estaie concerned is (check X inapplicable box(es)) 

□ Fixtures □ Timber G Minerals or accounts resulting from sale thereof « wellhead or minehead 


And this Financing Staremenr is w be filed irt the real estaie records where a tRongage on such real estate would be recorded. If the Debtor does 
not have an inicres: of record, die nam: of a record owner is: 


Signage of Debtor (or .Assignor) 


6Ml««ieil«nlli.« 

suiraibail uid fwem le b*feK IM '' 

■hi. feStiKr^w 


“i; eXHIBIT 

F 





Signature of Debtor (or Assignor) 
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promissory note 


S 45,000.00 December 14, 1995 

Wuliingtoii, District of Cotumbii 

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, Webster L HubbeD (^iker*) promise to piy to the order of 
fohnR .PIiilBps 

•■H or suiA other ^tce as the holder heiesf ^ designite in wrilmg to Miker, the principal sum 
ofFoity-Five Thousand Dolltn ($45,000.00), ^ accrued interest u herein specified, on or before 
December 14, 1996. This Note may be prq^ at anytisne without penalty or charge 

The outstandog principal balance hereof riiaH bear interest prior to maturity at seven percent 
(7%) per (mum. Interest shall be payable at maturity. All past due principal and interest sl^ bear 
interest at She maximum rate permitted by appGcable law to be charged for past due principal and 
interest. 

If total or partial de&uli be made in the payment of ai^ installnient of principal or interest 
under this note, as the tame matures, the entire principal sum and accrued huettat shall at once 
become due tad payable without notice at the option of the holder of this note Failure to exercise 
this option shall not constitute a waiver of tte right to exerdse the tame in the event of any 
subsequent default 

The Maker, endorsers, sureties, guarantors, and all other persons now or hereafter liable 
hereon, waive presentment demand for payment protest and notice of dithonor, and consent that 
the owner or holder hereof shall have the right witout notice, to deal in any w^r at any time (and 
fiom time to time) with any patty hereto or to gnnt to any sudi patty any extenslon(s) of time for 
payment of any of the ind^tedness or any other indulgencet or forbeannees whatsoever, without 
in any way afifecting the personal liability of any party hereunder. 

If this obSgation, after default, it placed in the hands of an attorney for coUeetlon, the maker 
and all other parties lisbie hereunder will obligated to pay the holder her^ a reasonable attorney’s 
foe not to exceed ten percent (lOK) of the outstanding principal and accrued interest 

This Note is given and received as evidence of the indebtedness redted herein and not in 
sadsfoction thereof This is the Promissoty Note referred to In the Security Agreement executed by 
the undersigned of even dated herewith naming Makers as Debtor and Payees as the secured patty, 
and this Note is secured thereby. 

This Note shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the District of 
Columbia and the applicable laws of the United States of America. 



his attomey-is-foct 
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SECURITY AGREEMENT 


niit AGREEMENT ii made this Mth day afDccember 199S, b etween Webster L. Hubbell, 
(herein called the DebtoCX an Aihanaas resident cutrcntly tesding at 

an d John R. Phillipa (herein called “Pln Uips*). Diatrict of 

Columbia resident with ofSces at 


To secure the payment of an indebtedness now and from dine to time outstanding under a 
Promissory Note of even date herewith and mterest thereon (herein coiiecdvely called the 
'Obligations'X the Debtor hereby grants and conveys to Phillips a security imerest in and mortgages 
to Phillips lU of the Debtor's tight, title, and interest in and to the Debtor's wotics of art more 
particularly described on Schedule A attached hereto (herein collectively called the 'Collateral'}. 

1. THE DEBTORWASRAKTS, COVENANTS AMD AGREES AS POLLOWS: 

A. To P 9 and per&imallQftheObSgations secured by tins Agreemot according 

to thdr terms. 

B. Tode&adthe title to the CoHateral against all persona and against all claims 
and demands nbatsoever, which Collateral is Itwfiilly owned by the Debtor and is now free and clear 
of any and all Hens, security interests, claims, charges, encuihbrincea; taxes, and asseeaments. 

C. On demand ofPhillips to fiimish&itbet assurance of title, execute any written 
agreement or do ary other acts necessary to e&chiate the purposes and provisions of this Agreement 
and eaecute any inattumem or statement required by law or otherwise m order to perfect, continue, 
or terminate tte security bttetest of Phillips in the CollateraL 

D. To retain possessionofthe Collateral during the existence of this Agreement 
and not to sdl, exdiange, assign, loan, deliver, lease, mortgage; or otherwise dispose of same without 
the written consent ofPl^a; except such property held in inventory by the Debtor for sale or resale 
in the ordinaiy course of businesa for sudi consideration representing, b the opinion of the Debtor, 
the fill! value of sueh property. 

£. To keep the Collateral See snd dear ofal liens, chargee; encumbrances, taxes, 
and assessments other than hens m fovor of Phillips. 

F. To pay, when due, ail taxes, assessments, and license feet relating to the 

ColIatesaL 


C. To keep the Collatetal, at the Dcbtoi'i own coat and expense; b good repair 
and condition and ivtilable for inspection by Fluilips at all reasonable times. 


Page 1 of 4 
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S<carit 7 Agreement HnbbeU/PbllUpi 


December 14, U95 


2. G£NI3tAL PROVISIONS; 

A. Wiivcr ofoTicquieeceDce in enjrDcteli by the Oditcir, or ftihire of Phillips 
to in^ upon itrict perfonnaoee by the Debtor of ioy wanulim or tgreemesli in thij Agreement, 
shall not constitute a waiver of any subsequent or otlwr De&uh or &ilure. 

B. Notices to either patty shall be In writing snd shall be deliveted personally or 
by mail, postage and £xs piepaid, addnamd to the patty at the address herein set forth or otherwise 
designated in writing. Td^telegmph, or fitesimiletransmissiant will not be deemed delWered in 
any event. 


C . The Umfinm Commercial Code in efiea in the State of Atfcansas shall govern 
the rights, duties, 'and reme^esofthe parties and any provisiont herein declared invalid tinder atiy 
law Shan not invalidate any other protnson of tMs Agreement. 

D. The following shaU constitute a de&ult by the Debtor COefiult'): 

1. Failure to pi^ when doe the principal afar interest on any iodebtedoeas 
outstanding pursuant to the Note or the performance of any obEgasion thereunder or under any 
instniment provided for tiieteia. 

2. Faflure by the Drixor to oon^ly with or perfoim any provision of this 

AgreemeoL 

3. False Of mialea&igiepteswitationi or weirandea made or given by the 
Debtor in connection with this AgteemenL 

4. Subjection of any item of the Collateral to levy of ececution or Other 

judidal process. 

5. Commeneemeit of arty insolvency proceeding by or against the Debtor 
which than not have been stayed or dismiased vriti^ sixty (60) days. 

6. Any reduction in the value of the Collateral or ai 7 act of tiieDAtor 
which imperils the prospect of foil per forma nce or salis&ction of the DAtofs rtEgationa heroa 

E. l^on arty De&uhofdie Debtor and at the option ofPhEfips, the ObEgations 
lecured by this Agrsam^ ihd hmnediitaly bacoms dut and payable in foil without notice or 
demand. In luch event, Philip shall have all the tighta, remedies, and piivE^ with respect to 
repossession, cetotioa Bd sale of the CoSatccel and iSapoiitian of tfaa prooeeds tiierefiom at are 
accorded to secured patties by the qipEcafale sections oftlie Uniform Conunerdal Code. The Debtor 
hereby autiiotizes and empowers PhSips, with the ski snd sisiatincs of iny person or persons, to 
oitCT sny pltce or pisca where the CoUstetal is or msy be pisced, and to tste and cany swty aU or 
part of the CoUat^ 


FateZeTd 
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Security Atrctmcnl HubbcO/PhilUpt 


December 14, 1995 


Upon tny De&jlt end upon deistsd, the Debtor «tnn uiemble the CoUitcFal end 
make it available to PhiUipi at the place and at the time deaignaied in the demand. In addition, the 
Debtor shall pay Fhillips'a reasonable attomeys’ fees and the legal and other ceqKnses &r the 
enforcement of tint Agraement and for pursuing, searching for, receiving, taking, keeping storing, 
advertising and sdling the CoDateial. The Debtor shall nmain liable for any deficiency resulting from 
a sale of the Collateral and shall pay any such deficiency forthwith on dmnand. 

If the Debtor shall de&ilt in the per fo rtnance of any of the provisions of this 
Agreement on the Debtor's part to be petfontMd, Phillips may perfonn the same for the Debtor'a 
account Any money expended in so doing shall be chargeable interest to the Ddtor and added 
to the inddrtedness secured hereby. 

P. Phiilips is herfoy authorized to file rmandng Statements. 

G. The terms, warramies and agreementa herein contained ahaU bind and inure 
to the benefit of the respective perries hereto, and their respective legal representatives and assigns. 

H. The Debtor will p^sll costa and es^ensea in coonectiott with the piepanrion, 
execution ind enfiorcetnent of this ApvtmeaA and the documents provided for heron, d foes of 
recording and fifing and al taxea Oachiding penaltiea and interest. If any, aaseased thereon) payable 
In connection therewith, end will pay the reasonable foee of coun^ flsr PhilEps. 

L This Agreement and the documents provided ibr herein Shan be governed by, 
and construed in accordance with, the laws of the District of Columbia. 

J. The proceeds ofany sale of ally oftbeCoUatenlshafl be relied u follows: 

1. PffST. To the payment of the costs sad et^cases of such sale, 
including a reasonable compensarion to ageoia and attomeys of Phillips, and all charges, 
expenses, liabilities and advances incurred or made by Phillips to the payment of ell tixe% 
asse3smentaorIIena,ifany, priorto the lien of tfaia Security Agnemem, except any taxes, 
assessments or liens subject to which such sale ihafi have bm niadr, 

2. SECOND . To the payment efthevdiok amount then due and unpaid 
for principal and intereit upon the Obligtriona of Debtor, and 

9. The sutpluA if any, foal he paid to the Debtor, kaaiGcetion 

or assigns, or to whoever may be law^y entitled to receive the tame or u a court of 
competent juiisdicrioa may dirM 

K. . In the event that arty provision in this Agrecmem shall be subject to an 
im erp t er ali on under wMdi it would be void or unenforceable, that provision shall be construed SOM 
to constitute a valid and enforceable proviaion to the fiiU^ extent poaafiile. In the event that h 
cannot be ao construed, it shell be deemed drieted and sepaiible from the other provisians of this 
Agreement, which shall remain in full force and effect 


PageSord 
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se curit y AfiMmcat HubbcO/mi^ Dcctabcr 14, 1M5 

EXECUTED as of the ditc ind ytir fint abov* wriUcn. 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 


DISnUCT OF COLUMBIA) 

Onthisl fet 4 w^ t lf^>&^rl] $95 , t« fi iceinA«NDt«yFnbSc;du^coi nmiMi o a ed,quaBfied 
■id ictin& wUrni Md Sir the Couagp lad State ifinstid, ^and in pom Sasana W, HubbaO, 
•ftorMy-la>fietf(arW*b((erL.HBblMll,toiMpc>na^iadllmowD«lioiteted thatibehad 
■giied, cmcotcd, nd ddhrtred die fiHtgoing Batniaett fit the eeutdentiei^ iiaet nd pmposes 
theiein mcntloaed end let fath. 


IN TESTIMONY WREREOT, I have heraaito let my hand end official leal this I4lh day of 
Daoenber 1991. 


My Commlaiioa Expirea: 






5 - 2 / 99 


Pate4ar4 
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SCHEDULE A TO SECURITY AGREEMENT 


Page 1 of 3 


Cemeillo ' $500.00 

TJn R*ve VcgcUl,* an orkiMl Uthognph, aicned 
and lunnbcnd by tttc actiiC an edition at 100, - 
Alia piece is noted -46. 

Caiol Summets $2000.00 

*Insida Sie Palaee a Bow to Ihdii^' a aoUc of 6 
woodnti, signed and numbend by Ate artist from 
an edition otQOOi, Ails piece it noted 112. 

Will Bamet $2500.00 

''Ciri At Aie Plano,* an oiiginal color serigiapb, 
elBMd and nanboed m artbt (tom an cdiAon 
of 200, Alls piece la noted 200 l Publishtd bi 1973. 

Edward Gokol $500.00 

'Apple OKhaid at Nl^* an wiglna] liAugnmh, 

S and numb ered ty the artist from an edition 
Alls piece is noted 153. Published in 1979. 

Kard Appel $1800.00 

*Stinshlne People,' an ori^al color Bthograph, 
tigned and numbered by me artist from an edition 
of 110, tUs place b noted 7S Published in 1974. 

K. Dahmen $800X0 

*Foet Cheiall” rigned and 
nnmbeied hp Ate ortUt from an adiAon of 75, 

Alb pleee b noted 58. Fiiblislied in 1979. 

Johnny Fnedlaender $75a00 

'Images fat a Carden,* an original etching end 
a^ttnt signed and numbed fiom an edition 
of 135, ^ ^eee b noted 85. 

Michel Delacroix $2750X0 

*Cesi FanTutta,* an original color lilhogtapiv 
signed and numbered by the artist from an edition 
otUO, Alb piece b noted 114. Pubibhediiil9B9. 

R.C Gomum $3200X0 

*Sbtea,' an otigiiiel hand-painted eeranrie vase. 


algncd and nuawexed by the artbt Executed in 1984. 
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Thomas Hart Beaton $3000.00 

* Slow Train Through Axkanaa*.' an original 
li^gniplv sigiwd by tha artist and mitnbmd 
fnm an cation of 

Will Baxnet $1800.00 

'T/Vinter,” an origina] color aerigraph. signed 
and numbered by die axllit from an ^lion of 
120, this piece is noted S9. 

Karel Appel $1800.00 

*Passlen Rower * an etigiflei color a{lk*eefeea, 
signed and nambered by the artist from an ecrition 
of XXV, ^ piece la noted XIV. 

Grant Wood $5000.00 

'Seed Thnt and Hitfvtat,' an original lithograph, 
aigned by da artiit, and numbered from an edition 
of 250. Executed in 1537. 

Nicola Simbarl $1800X0 

'Laeino,' an original color silicscrten, signed and 
numbered by die artist, 6om an edition of 300, 
dlls piece is noted 241 Published in 1980. 

Win Barnet $1800.00 

*Peteephone;* an original colored sOk'Scteeiu aigned 
and minibeted by the artist, from an edition of 200, 
this {deee is noted P.P. 

Alexander Calder $1500X0 

'Homage to die Sun,' an original lithograph, signed and 
numbem by the artist from an edition of 1^ ^ 
piece is noted A.P. 

hCheil Chemiekine $1500X0 

'Carnival,' an original color lithograph, signed and 
numbered by the artist fium an edition of 300, this 
piece is aoied 238. 

nya Bolotowsky $800,00 

'Untitled,* an oxiginalcolDr tcrigiaplv sipiad and 
nuoibared by the artist from u edition of 125, this 


piece is noted 5. 
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SCMDULE A TO SECURmr AGREEMENT P«gt3of3 

1 - 007-8 

Tti 00143 McKnisht $2300.00 

'A Virion Euttily Kipplnest,* 4 driuxt booK with 
four ozlginal hind-oslocW atdilng*, 
munbeiM by the aitiat, from 4n mtion of ^ 
piece noted 66. 

R.C Gorman $1650.00 

*Wofflan with Rnlc Shawls' an original color 
lltho|rap]v rignad and numbartd tw the artiai from 
an emtion of 17S< tMs piece it notes 5Z Publiihed in 1977. 

Joan Miro I $2500.00 

'Albtun an orieinal color Bthognph, signed 
and nttmoeied the artiat, from an raitin of LXXX 
fhia piece noted u XXX 
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WEBSTER HUBOELL 
3843 MACOMB ST..NW 
WASHINGTON. DC 20016 


Robert S. Wolfe 

Manning. Marder, and Wolfe 

SIS South Figuero Street 

ISth Boor, Los Angeles. California 90071 

Re: Distinguished Public Service Fellowship 

Dear Bob: 


I apologize for not communicating earlier. As you are aware 1 was under severe restrictions 
in my communicatiMis for the last seven months. I was also prohibited from 
communicating or publishing anything in the media until my period of cooperation tvith the 
independent counsel was completed.1 h(^ you and the other trustees understand. The 
prohibition is now over and I fully intend to a>m^eie the work 1 set out to do. I have asked 
my wife to copy the box of documents that have been produced to date and send them to 
you. I will begin with the free time 1 have to complete the pieces we have previously 
discussed. If I can provide you anything further please don't hesitate to let Suzy know and 
she will get word to me. 


Sincerely, 



Webb Hubbell 
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iVlAiNiNiiNG 

CMarder 

^^OLFE 

ATTOKMtTtATLaTw 

aS’*^WOO« AT FiAtT INTCASTATC TOowCA 
707 WlkSMlAC eOUUCVAAO 
LOS AMCClCS. CALiAOMMfA 900 I 7 
TCLCAmOmC: 1113) «aA-ft900 
rACSiMicC: (2 I 3l 924-9999 

September 6. 1995 


2-012 


0a«««| COWA*-' 

'aaoB A«£A«T«v4 a^<a 




Phillips &. Cohen 
John R. Phillips, Esq. 

Mary-Louisc Cohen, Esq. 

21 DuPont Circle N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Mike Geraghty, Tim Geraghty 
Geraghty &. Geraghty 
21550 Oxnard Blvd.. Third Floor 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

Re: Consumer Support &. Education Fund 

Consumer Protection Fund 

Attached for your records are the following: 

( 1 ) A letter from Webb Hubbell regarding his fellowship; 

(2) My response to Webb Hubbell s letter; 

(3) A proposal from Tracy Wesicn about a proposed grant to the 
Center for Government Studies for two separate grants — one for $50,000 
and a second for $25,000 — to allow the establishment of the Democracy 
Network. 

(4) My letter to the CPF/CSEF Board members about the Westen 
proposal. 


Best regards. 



Bob Wolfe 
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PMarder 

^^{WOLFE 
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Webster Hubbeli 
3843 MaComb Street NW 
Washington, DC 20016 

Re: Consumer Support &, Education Fund Fellowship 

Dear Webb 

Thank you for your progress report regarding the fellowship. Your 
letter indicates that your wife will forward us a copy of the documents 
which you have produced to date and will send them to us. 

Please note that my address has changed. Your letter was written to 
me at *5 15 South Figueroa Street.** My law firm's new address, as indicated 
above, is; “707 Wiishire Boulc.'ard. 45th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017.“ 

We understand the severe constraints under which you have 
operated over the last seven months given your agreements >vith the special 
counsel. We are hopeful that your experiences will only deepen the insight 
and perspective which you will give to the problems confronting highly 
talented individuals like yourself who enter public service. At your earliest 
possible convenience. I would greatly appreciate a timeuble from you 
about when we can expea your article or articles, and your thoughts about 
the journal or periodical where we might expect to see them published. 

I look forward to hearing from you in the near future. 




iXHIBir 
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PkilliH&CJ«n 2-015 

A^mcfi Ai Law 

21 Duponi Circle, N.W., Suite 300 
Weilunfion, D.C. 20036 

Telecopier 
(202) S33.18U 

OAceaber 7, 1095 

Robert S. HoKe, Esq. 

MAnning, Herder & Wolfe 
707 Wilshire Blvd. 

<45tb floor 

Los Angeles, CA. 90017 

Re: Consuaer Support end Educetion Fund 


(202) 80.4M7 


Deer Bob: 

As you know, I heve been in discussions with Webb Kubbell 
regarding his coBsittaent to write e series of articles on 
govemsent service. At the time the grant was given to Mr. 
Kubbell, the Board believed that he was a distinguished public 
servant t/ho could write a coapelling and eduaetional series 
discussing the price and perils of public service. However, once 
the Independent Counsel's actions concerning Mr. Kubbell were 
reported last fall, it becaae clear that he could not and would 
not be able to aeet his coaaittaent with the Fund in a tiaely 
fashion and that his selection as a grant recipient was 
unfortunate. 

In the discussions we have had about Mr. Hubbell's failure 
to coaplete the project, we have grappled with how to bring 
closure to this issue. X made a personal conaittaent to the Fund 
that I would repay the grant given to Mr. Kubbell if he had not 
delivered on his comaittaent or repaid the amount by the end of 
1995. 


Hr. Kubbell is not in a position to return the grant now, 
nor would filing suit against him result in any recovery. 
Therefore, I will repay the $45,000 to the Fund ayself before the 
end of the year, as I committed to do last year, and X will look 
to Hr. Kubbell to repay ae once he is in a position to do so. 


cc: Michael Geraghty 
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Webster and Suzanne Hubbell 
3843 Hacomb Street MW 
Washington, DC 20016 

January 24, 1996 


John R. Phillips 

3120 Woodland Drive, NW 

Washington, D.C. 20008 

Dear John: 

This letter supplements the promisory note my husband, Webb 
Hubbell, sent to you in November 1995 to pay you $45,000 in 
return for your repaying an outstanding financial obligation of 
his. While Webb is in prison, I am legally empowered to handle 
all of his business matters. 

Webb agrees to pay you $45,000 with interest at 7% per annum 
with such interest accruing from December 14, 1995. Please 
credit the enclosed check of $10,000 drawn on our personal funds 
as a first payment toward meeting this obligation. 

We are now in the process of liquidating some personal 
assets to repay this debt in its entirety by March 31, 1996. Our 
house is currently on the market, and we hope to sell it soon. 

In the event the liquidation of our personal assets does not 
generate funds sufficient to pay Webb's debt to you, we will 
apply any excess funds (after payment of all closing costs) we 
may realize from the sale of our house to make up the shortfall. 
Alternatively, if our house has not sold by May 31, 1996, and 
there is still money owed to you by Webb, we will give you a 
trust deed on our house to be payable upon sale. l,astly, we will 
not further encumber our house until the obligation to you is 
fully satisfied. 


Sincerely, 

Suzani^ Hubbell on behalf of 
Webster Hubbell 
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' ^-Clinton Official Failed to 
Return L.A. Group’s Funds 

■ Finances: A friend repays $45,000 grant after Webster Hubbeil 
does not fulfill obligations. He is in prison in a federal case. 


By DAN MORAIN 
and SARA FRITZ 

TIMES STAfF WIITEIS 

SACRAMENTO— A few months b«< 
fore he pleaded guilty to mail fraud and 
tax evasion, former jUsoelatc Atty. Gen. 
Webster Hubbeil received a ]4S,000 
grant from a nonprofit group in Loa 
Angeles to write artielca and speak 
about the pitfalls of public serviee. 

But Hubbeil. a close friend of Presi* 
dent Clinton and a former law partner of 
First Lady HUlary Rodham Clinton, 
never produced any wriUnfs and has 
not repaid the money. 

The nonprofit Consumer Support and 
Education Fund began paying Hubbeil 
in spring 1994, after HubbclL then the 
Lhird*highest*ranking offietal in the 
Slice Department, quit his )ob in 
.rch of that year. The -organiution 
oisclosed the payment in its 1994 income 
tax return filed with the California 


attorney general in Sacramento. 

The lilile<known nonproni organiza* 
lion was established in 1990 to further 
various consumer and p<^tical reform 
causes Endowed with proceeds from a 
cUsS'iction lawsuit brought by the Cen- 
ter for Law in the Public Interest, the 
organization has about $700,000 in assets. 

Much of its effort has focused on 
funding litigation to enforce Proposition 
103, the 1988 initiative (hat sought to 
cut auto insurance rates 20%. though it 
has given modest grants to California 
Common Cause and Handgun Control. 

John W. Nields Jr.. Hubbeil’t Wash- 
ington lawyer, declined to comment on 
the grant. 

Hubbeil's failure to repay the $45,000 
payment Is the latest example of his 
money troubles and his willingness to 
draw on political contacts to shore up 
persona] finances. He is serving a 21- 
month federal prison term for misusing 
S482.410 in bis partners' and ctienu' 



£x-Assodate Any. Gen. Webster Hub- 
beil at 1993 confirmation heanng. 

money from his days at Rose Law Firm 
in Little Rock. 

Hubbeil was short on cash after he 
left the Justice Department But the Los 
Angeles-based fund's payment was not 
Hubbeil’s only source of money after he 
left the agency. 

Beginning in September 1994. the city 
PUm* see HUBBELL. A18 


O' • 


HUBBELL: $45,000 Grant - ^ 


I C«s(l«u«4 fr«ra A3 

of Lot Angelct paid the Arkansas 
lawyer 924,750 for three months to 
lobby the Clinton administration to 
ensure that the federal govern- 
ment would permit Los Angeles to 
transfer 958 million in airport funds 
to city coffers. 

After The Times disclosed Hub* 
bell's deal with the city. Common 
Gnise charged that Hubbell ap- 
pe^ed to be trading on his rela- 
tionship with Clinton. City Atty. 
James Hahn attacked the arrange- 
ment because Hubbell was hired 
without a wrluen contract. 

In its 1984 tax return, the Con- 
stuner Support and Education Fund 
described the 945.000 payment as a 
‘TeQowship grant to (Hubbell) to 
prt^Mre an article or aches of 
MtMes on public service drawing 
dir his personal expchence at the 
Department of Justice Articles will 
be dissemiruted to (he publk.** 

!'th interviews, Robert L Wolfe, 
president of the consumer fund, 
and lawyer John Phillips, who 
recommended HubbcU as a worthy 
recipient, said Hubbell failed to tell 
them abMt the magnitude of bis 
legal troubles when they agreed to 
give him the money. 

Phillips decided two months ago 
that bemuse he had recommended 
Hubbell, he would personally re- 
pay the 945.000, "to protect the 
integrity of the fund.'* 

"I have a note from him, and he 
says he wilt pay it back.** said 
Phillips, who still considers Hub- 
bell a friend. “It's embarrassing, 
and I certainly wish it never had 
occurred ... I hope D! get repaid 
by the spring. (Kubbclll is just sick 
about the whole thing.** 

Phillips co-founded the Center 
for Law in the Public Interest in 
Los Angeles, is a past chairman of 
California Common Cause and 
worked to create the Los Angeles 
city ethics panel To further vari- 
ous consumer and political reform 
causes. Phillips also helped found 
the Consumer Education and Sup- 
port Fund with proceeds of. a 
. aettlemcni from a class-action 
i lawsuit he brought in the 198 Ql 
K .^^lllps and Wolfe said the idea 
f. befilnd the Hubbell grant was to 


pay a former government official to i 
write reflective articles about the I 
difficulties of public service, given I 
the scrutiny that sometimes befalb 
public officials. 

Phillips had met Hubbell soon 
after ^nton took office and Hub- 
b^t emerged as one of the most 
visible Arkansas natives in the 
Clinton administration. At Phillips' 
suggestion, HubbcU and Wolfe con- 
ferred in Washington in April 1994. 

thought he was perfect," 
Wolfe said, dling Hubbell's re- 
sumci former chief justice of the 
Arkansas Supreme Court, ex- 
mayor of Little Rock and a good 
friend of Vince Footer, the close 
Clinton friend and advisor who 
committed suicide. 

By December 1994. however, 
Hubbell had pleaded guilty to mall 
fraud and tax evasiOA in connection 
with overcharging the Rose Law 
Firm and clients on his expense 
accounts and had agreed to cooper- 
ate with the Whitewater inde- 
pendent ceunscL He began serving 
a 21 -month sentence in federal 
prison In August 

Recalling the news accounts of 
Hubbell's mounting legal diffictU- 
Ues in 1994. Phillips said< ‘'Obvi- 
ously, HubbcU had majsr problems 
that he didn't dbclooe. It got wdne 
and worse. This turned out to be a 
disastrous decision. He turned out 
to be one of the worst candidates. 
Nobody would be Interested in 
what he would write.** 

Wolfe said Hubbell wrote an 
apologetic letter last year cxplain- 
hif his faUurc to write the articles 
'or conuct him. saying the inde- 
pendent counsel had gagged him. 
Wolfe said HubbcU stUl wanted to 
produce some writings. By then. 
Wolfe had liUle interest. 

PhUUps and Wolfe said no one in 
the Clinton administration sug- 
gested that they help HubbeU find 
employment 

**U was very innocent the way it 
came about.'* Wolfe added. "It 
doubt there’s anyone in the CUntonl 
administration who would know he 1 
got this grant** i| 

Mor al w repertsd freie S ic i ew m i^* 
■ad Slits frem WsaMngtOA. 
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